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Abstract: The relationship between the individual and intdtzal communication becomes clear when we
understand culture within the cultural anthropol@gyadigm. From this point of view, any individuslthe
barer of a certain culture (subculture, sub-subceltetc.), and interindividual communication is an
intercultural one. That is why the issue of tolemaetween individuals and groups becommesssue of the
efficient communication and mutual understandingwien cultures My research on demolishing the
barriers to intercultural communication aims notlyorio institutionalized communication (between
governments or national organizations), but alsocéenmunication between well established cultural
communities, with a strong identity (linguistic,heic or religious communities): they regard any aft
communication, including here thaternational professional one (where the main barriers dwelthie
communication between national cultures). | thimkttin its current shape, based on economic @iferhich
split rather tharunify), the European Union does not offer enough “comiasks” in order to give birth to a
new Pan-European civic cultureas a variety of the third culture. But, a Eurap&aderation could offer the
political, economical, social and cultural framewarecessary for the achievement of what Casmiedall
“the third culture”.
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1. Introduction

The relationship between the individual and intktral communication becomes clear when we
understand culture within the cultural anthropolpgyadigm — for instance, as defined by E. B. Tylor
T. Parsons and Chombart de Lauwe. In the introducstudy toImages de la Culturecalled
“Systemes de valeurs et aspirations culturellealilfflenry Chombart de Lauwe classified the culture
approaches as follows: (1) culture as the individudevelopment within society, (2) culture as a
feature of a particular society or social miliewddB) the problem of developing a universal culture

(Chombart de Lauwe, 1970, pp. 14-21). It is obvithet out of the three approaches, that one that

does not involve a previous evaluation and doedaamt to a hierarchialisation of cultures (socmtie
groups and individuals) is the second one. It algb be the privileged referential of the preseasag,

because it is the one that suits best its objextiVee second approach goes mostly with Anglo-Saxon

culturalists. Thus, E. B. Tylor sees culture ag“tthole complex incorporating knowledge, belief, ar

morals, law, customs and all the other possilsliiad practices acquired by an individual as member

of a society” {bidem p. 17). Another anthropologist, school founder, Boas, completes this
definition: “the products of human communities detimed by their practicesiden).

The largest acceptance (and most proper to my iaithe one given by T. Parsons, for whom culture

is “organized feelings and beliefs”, representimgrfimon values that are essential to a system of

action proper to a societyibjdem p. 18). Parsons puts in practice, in the paradiactionalism that
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what Max Weber said: “The concept of culture isomaept of value” (2), in the sense of a tight
relation between values and symbols with the medténé@nsformations they cause or they are caused
by. In this essay | am trying to continue puttihgr into practice by introducing such concepts as
problematisation technique, cultural paradigamd cultural referential Insisting upon the role of
infrastructure generating desires and systemsloéy&hombart de Lauwe considers that “a culture is
marked by a range of models, guiding images anceseptations affecting the behavior, work, roles
and social relations of the members of a certatiesg’ (ibidem p. 19). He calls upon the equal
importance of techniques, space organization, mtimuand work or consumptian

From this point of view, any individual is the bai@ a certain culture (subculture, sub-subculture
etc.), and interindividual communication is an fotétural one. That is why the issue of tolerance
between individuals and groups beconass issue of the efficient communication and mutual
understanding between culturedMy research on demolishing the barriers to intkucal
communication aims not only to institutionalizedvaunication (between governments or national
organizations), but also to communication betweeshl wstablished cultural communities, with a
strong identity (linguistic, ethnic or religious rmmunities): they regard any act of communication,
including here thénternationalprofessional one (where the main barriers dwelhexcommunication
between national cultures).

Now let us take a look at the barriers in intenetdt communication.

2. Ways of Thinking

In her bookPhilosophy in a New Kef1942), Susanne K. Langer reached the conclusianevery
symbolic system is solider to a certain mental oizition by means of which individuals understand
their world (3). For Langer, a certain historicgiogque is characterized by a certain way of
problematising — more precisely, by a certain “tegbhe” of people to ask questions about their
surrounding world. And this “technique” limits adécides the way the answers are coming — in other
words, it predetermines the way the ideas, ideelgind concepts about the world are formulated.
Individuals are always aware of the ideas, the tijues they answer to — quite seldom, and the
problematisation “technique” — almost never (anywaywhat the ordinary individual is concerned —
never).

Verbal communication is achieved Ieas and it is exactly this precise level that comnoation
accidents are solved or tried to be solved. Commtarlocutors question the nature of tpgestions
quite seldom (this is achieved only in the so-chBpecializedconversations- scientific debates,
political negotiations — inaccessible to the comrsenses)The technique of asking the questioms
not analyzed by anybody (except for the specidlisist’s just take a look at an example provided by
Susanne Langer.

The questionWho made the worldZan be answeredit‘was made by mere forturiebr “Love and
hate made It or “God made It. But if somebody answerdNobody made it! they offer an apparent
answer, unable to satisfy the one who has askedubstion. The way their mind is organized does
not lead them to the questiolivho made the world; for them, the question bares a false problem.
Around the answers to this question, concepts athisitworld are created, involving one or several
creators (mythologies, polytheist and monotheidigisns). All of them are due to the same
“technique” of asking questions (and raising proigg and to the same mental organization. Of
course, they differ from one époque or culture nother due to the differertroblematisation

! The acceptance above suits me best, as it all@viorapproach ideologies (including nationalismfaxms of a culture
and this facilitates methodologically the de-idgigation of the ideology analysis. Analyzing oreirgreting an ideology
only as ideology compels us to using new instrusieapain, ideological. Any non-cultural approachideology is
necessarily paradigmatic, that is to s@gological Any approach at the same level (that is ideoklyibecomes circular; it
would not facilitate communication, but insteadviuld offer dogmatic ideologists new “argumentst’ éonfrontation. The
cultural approach favors a decentralization of wsion, generating a neutral language in relatmrhe languages of the
current rival ideologies.
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“techniques” on the world and to the differemhental organizations(intellectual, imaginary,
symbolic}. The corresponding relationship between the |ddk® problematisation “technique” and
mental organization generating the questigvhb made the world%rom a certain life horizon and
the fact that that cultural horizon is dominatedaliyeism is self-understood (cf. Langer, 1942 -4).3

Of great importance to our theme is analyzing hassgble iscommunication as transfer of aware
ideas It is obvious that such communication betweerrlotutors who do not share the same mental
organization is not possible, because:

a) every answer provided by any of the interlocutollsrepresent for the othehe rejection of his
question
b) despite the common vocabulatliyere is no common language

The most obvious conclusion tise impossibility of communication, in the sensenoflifying one’s
interlocutor’'s way of thinking — aware modificatiamssumed by the latteAnd this is the only
assumption we are interested from the perspectiveommmunication between cultures and/or
ideologies. Otherwise, communication can only lgarded as a one-way “process”, as manipulation
or tame, as a source of alienation, and it canXeecsed on undemocratic and anti-humanitarian
purposes, the way it has often been practiced idemmotimes.

The doubts concerning the possibility of an autigeimtercultural communication have come into
being as a result of spotting some objective liraftthe ability of language to function as a ungzdr
currency and which make communication either anossible, or an incomplete act. The fact is
despairing as these limits do not belong to intetors, but tdanguage itselfand spring from the
nature of the act of acquiring knowledg&/hat are these limits, how do they take effect ander
what circumstances can they be surpassed? Theskeageiestions that we must answer in order to
find a rational answer to the fundamental questisnan authentic tolerance between individuals
and/or groups belonging to different cultures pbks? Because authentic tolerance requires more
than an institutionally imposed «political correzss»: it requires an authentic communication that i
anawaretransfef.

3. Cultural Paradigms

A good way to start studying these phenomena ita@xpg what a “cultural paradigm” is; the term
has been widely used over the past four decadssdial philosophy, anthropology, psychology and
sociology. It has been acquired by “concept trdimig being borrowed from the philosophy of

1 We have to consider real communication as a teanside awargbecause the awareness of the transfesiseaqua non
condition for its double univocity. Of course, thas univocal communication, to which the recepsohighly oblivious
(political propaganda, commercial advertisementsducational communication in the first school g¢aBut when dealing
with intercultural or inter-ideological communioatti, we must accept the existence of the doubleogityy so we must
perceive everything in the form of aware transfer.

| do not believe that the imitation of cultural net&l from another cultures, as it often happenkenThird World, where, by
means ofFashion Western ideas and conducts are being importedn@udeologies and institutions) is an instant¢he
real intercultural communication (&&directional transfer of ideas, values, attitudes, even behsyi@ooner or later, the
social inefficiency of this type of unaware tramsfell become relevant and its consequences wiieraeactions, which
generally take the form of anti-western attitudese way | seeeal communicationneither as culture “export” or “import”,
nor as cultural “aggression” and nor the violer#tcteons against the “aggressors” represdfitientforms of intercultural
communication. Such communication not only that hagositive effect (it is inefficient), but it ates greater and more
problems than those waiting for a solution. Theaest attack on September the 11-th 2001 is just af the effects of the
failure in intercultural communication (it is rightne of maximum dramatism and maximum media \ligili it has been
“cooked” by the long practice of the univocal cu#lucommunication. If one could calculate the “@ffncy” of such
communication, in most cases this would be belo&! on

2 For Ferdinand de Saussure, “the linguistic sigasduot unify an object to a name, butaaceptto an acoustic image” (de
Saussure, 1998 eur emphasesD. B.). The signified is not the object, but tbencept, that we know to be a cultural
construct, not an (empirically) observed thing.ré&s three-sided model places the “interpretetiMeen “representative”
and “object”, as we have seen, under the pres$uhe @ocial context, as revealed in norms and estions that differ from
one culture to another (Peirce, 1931).
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science, where it has been imposed by the Amepghdosopher Thomas S. Kuhn. He has noticed that
the theories on the nature of science and the &itmeanature research are not in accordance with th
scientific practice, the way it comes out of thsttiiy of science.

In practice, he says, scientists’ behavior doesregpect the canons definisgientificity and even
rationality (canons present both in the philosophy of sciemoeé in the current mentality). The
positivists, including here K. Popper (enemy of tbgic empirism), considered that science differs
from speculation by testing — either as a confiramabf the theory (Carnap), or as its declination
(“falsifying”) (Popper). For them, the central cept in characterizing the nature and dynamic of
science is the “scientific theory”, and the sci¢noa-science separation criteriontéstability For
Kuhn, the central conceptmradigm and the scientificity criterion isroblem solving

Paradigms are models of scientific practice thatta@e across in the classical scientific works and,
especially, in handbooks and treaties; they areb#s®ment of instructing a certain scientific group
(physicists, chemists etc.). they are the oneshiegdhe trainee to create and solve new problems.
Thus, paradigms are “exemplary scientific achievaséhat, during a certain period, offer problems
and model solutions to a community of practitiohn€ksihn, 1976, p. 14).

Unlike the knowledge within the abstract lines loé theory and within the general methodological
rules, the knowledge within paradigmstégit. Paradigms guide the members of a certain sdientif
group in solving the new problems, without theialidang the paradigm step by step. They apply it —
sometimes, even in a creative manner —, but theypatrable to enclose it in general statements.

The fact that the members of one scientific grdugre one common paradigm explains that fact they
their communication is almost complete and runshawit major difficulty; it also explains the
unanimity of their professional judgments. This sloet hold good with the scientists who use
different paradigms, aparadigms are incommensurab{they cannot be compared, as there is no
common “measure unit”).

The incommensurability of the paradigms is causethb following facts:

i) they imply incompatible presuppositionsn the base entities of the study field and their
behavior;

i) they requiredifferent criteriain order to limit the “real” problems and “legitate” solutions;

iii) the conclusiongdrawn by researchers on the same realityrex@nmensurablas well.

How can one explain the incommensurability of thseyvations? Although they aim “in the same
direction and at the same point” (Kuhn), althouigé $ensorial apparatus is the same, researchérs wil
perceive different things. This happens becaugbeofacit knowledge within paradigms; it blocks the
route stimuli-perception. This is exactly the siioa analyzed by the founders of semiotics, Feniha
de Saussure and Charls Peirce

This generates a “crack in communication” (Kuhhg tdepts of one paradigm cannot convince the
adepts of the rival paradigm of the superioritytloéir point of view, and they won't be able to
understand and accept the others’ point of vieve dtguments of the two parts will be circular (they
can only be understood and accepted by the reszarathoalreadywork in the same paradigm).

Kuhn’s theory buries for good the ideal of the ctetg communication by means of a universal
language and the idea of progress in objectivit§rasving nearer to a pre-existifiguth, by means of
an Ideal Language This theory reveals the relativity of any comnuation, generated not by the
“communicational incompetence”, but by the naturanguage and knowledge itself.

! This situation is similar to the one in the UnitBthtes, where the social roles of males and fenate being questioned.
Many of the preoccupied ones aim at “equality withles” — equality based on a system of values edédba by males. None
of the females’ protests has aimed at the construct a third culture, as a starting point for emmigation. In my opinion,
such an aim would become a serious threat for $k®ist males” and, generally speaking, for all ‘semvators”, because it
would request aultural redefinition of the entire societgquating a change of the existing order, a soeiallution.
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Enough to replace Kuhn's concept with the concégtwtural paradigm” in order to realize that the
limits in the communication between scientists hatld for the communication between any human
groups — while any group can be considered a @lltor sub-cultural community (ethnic

communities, social classes, professional guildditipal parties etc.). Two rival paradigms are
enough (in other words, rivaling fahe same domain of real)tyto give birth to obstacles in

communication.

I will define cultural paradigm as a&onstellation of values, beliefs and methods (idiclg
problematisation “techniques”) belonging to a certaaommunity at a given moment.

Now we will prove that Kuhn’s observations of “stiific groups” stay valid:

1. the rival paradigm representatives speak abouerdifit matters, even when they look “from
the same point” and “in the same direction”;

competition between rival paradigms is not solvgaiguments of deeds;

the rival paradigm representatives do not agrea tip® “really important matters”;
communication between them is always partial;

the rival paradigm representatives are always witlififerent worlds (they see differetfitings

in a differentcorrelation);

complete communication is only possible within siaene paradigm;

the transition from one paradigm to another cam talace from different reasons, with no
relation to the logical demonstration or to the &gl “proofs”.

agrLD

No

3. TheThird Culture

The surpassing of the communication barriers, ieto cultural pluralism, in order to achieve an
authentic communication has been approached aactigad problem (although solved by theoretical
means) by Fred L. Casmir and Nobleza C. Assuncemmde. Coming from aui generidife horizon,
with an (inter)cultural experience that only theitdd States could offer, the two authors publisimed
1990 the study Ihtercultural Communication Revisited: Conceptuaian, Paradigm Building and
Methodological Approaché¢Casmir & Assuncion-Lande, 1990, pp. 278-309).

After reviewing the previous efforts in theorizingercultural communication, Casmir notices he must
retain not the successes of these theories, therrds failures and the uncertainties left behifide
method taken over by Casmir is that of rejectioncoftural dominance; he is trying to find the
opportunities for a mutual development of someucek in proximal interaction, like the ones living
together within the American society.

The novelty Casmir brings about is the fact thatdrialytical model is designed within the “both-and
paradigm; thus, he overtakes the obvious limitsmafiticulturalism and interculturalism currents
considered by many authors to be the “ultimate Wandpost-modern, democratic and de-centered
approaches (set free from the traps of ethnocemtri&€uro-centrism, respectively). From my point of
view, multiculturalism and interculturalism (thatto say the “swan song” of multiculturalism) dne t
prisoners of the “either-or” paradigm, which we saler a factor generating identity conflict during
the history (including the history of Europe)

So far, a series of approaches have not offeredtigah solutions for surpassing the barriers in
communication and the intercultural communicatiomragates (for instance, the “dialogue of the

1 with Casmir we come across another approach efdattural communication: an “spatial” and not kt'f approach, as an
architect would put it. The “flat” approach is sfiecto multiculturalism which only takes note of the existence of several
cultures and legitimates thermterculturalismwas a step forward, as it requires the inter-kedgé and communication
between these cultures. In my opinion, this staysrgortant desire, but unachievable in the curséatie of the history: we
are in full ethic idealism. In order to realizeshit is enough to read the collective volu@eelle identité pour I'Europe?
guided by Riva Kastoryano. The volume is a proofhef failure of multiculturalism as a way of appebing intercultural
communication: it offer no credible ways to achmyia co-operation policy and neither to constrgctinsuper-national
identity without the risk of destroying nationakitities (see Kastoryano, 1998).
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dumb” between NATO and the Slobodan Milosevic Gowegnt). Until these approaches themselves
are overtaken, many political objectives will remaimple desires. For instance, in the current
paradigm, the cultural unification of Europe in demratic terms, that is to say not within the
“dominance-serving” frame, seems an absurdity. &ysurdity” | do not mean impossibilitiut the
border separating possibility and impossibiliind, as we have already seen, a change in panadig
can turn the possible into impossible, but alsodtieer way roundit can turn the impossible into
possible Such a paradigm transpires out of Casmir’'s thedbhg main conclusion of his analysis is
that, given his synthesis capacity, which is speaify human, the construction of such a concrete
historical situation where intercultural communicatmay become possible and not limit itself to a
simple technology export/import is achievable. Ssithations are defined by the concept “the third
culture”.

Although relying on different, sometimes opposeércpptions and behaviours, the individuals
belonging to two different cultures create, throufkeir interaction, a single framework for this
interaction. As a result of the conjunction of thw cultures, ahird culture comes into being, wider
than the former ones and taken over by the bo#sdithe individuals belonging to these sides).

Within the third culture, the original ones can coumicate better than in the case the third culisire
missing. Thus, the third culture is not just a heefithe fusion of two or more entities, but ratlilee
product of their mutual “harmonizing” and becomitige components of a coherent whole. That is
why the individual study of the original culturesllwot reveal the base rules of the communication
within the third one.

Casmir calls the third culture a “situational subae”, within which the individuals in interactiozan
adjust their temporary behavior for as long are fhiersue common aims. Within the common efforts
of mutual adjustment, individuaBccumulate and experience of their common aspedich can
later provide them with starting points for neweirgctions.

For Casmir, the third culture is not to be achievwsdspiritual perfection or by mere education
(although education can support this process, #@ndiral outcome can be regarded as spiritual
perfection). The third culture is to be achievedly under the pressure of awbjective and
constrainingsituation: when culturally non-similar persons toeced to co-operate in fulfilling some
tasks that they have all agreed upon as compul€@asmir proposes some of the characteristics of the
third culture:

1) it is openitis able to incorporate new elements and tbudetvelop;

2) it is expansiveit can enlarge its contextual limits, being abdeinclude new situations of
communication (individual, organizational, institutal or mediating);

3) it is sensitive to provocatiorit responds to the new requests generated bycdh&nuous
adjustments and re-adjustments, necessary in twddienate the participants’ perceptions and
expectations (in regard to one another or to theason that forces them to intercultural co-
operation and communication);

4) it is futureoriented the third culture is the beginning and not thd eha common enterprise.
This orientation causes anticipation attitudegélation to a possible situation and an increased
communication).

| consider that the close analysis of the thirdwel and its reason to be is very important to the
development of mankind in the globalization erdnds become a pressing problem just because of the
fact that people have become aware of the majooiitapce of the cultural import/export. On the one
hand, this process is regarded as a “cultural régee the Walt Disney movies), on the other hamal, t
reaction caused by this perception can generat@rnwanflicts (see the Gulf War, the NATO
involvement in Yugoslavia, the USA actions in Afgisian), or insane strategies, inspired by the fear
of the “cultural imperialism” (see Mao’s “culturalevolution” or Ceausescu’s old-fashioned
nationalism). From my point of view, these effeats the result of the collision between a presence
and an absence: the presence of the “culturalrdetesm” idea and the absence of the “third culture”
idea — and with it, the constructive effort thastldea generates and presupposes.
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All these experiences lead to the conclusion thardplacement strategiesre not productive, they
cause failures in cultural communication, rejectiand even conflicts. The Catholic Church
experience, the UNO experiences (see Magee, 9)aar® be overlooked in studying the obstacles to
communication and can constitute the basementeatihd culture theory.

Casmir’s developments and analyses have generatenhly conclusions, but also questions:

1. Isa new ethic codef intercultural communication possible or evenassary?

2. What are thaims of the researches intercultural communication?

3. How should wepractically approach intercultural communication, keeping indrthe fact that
an ethic and efficient communication depends othallparticipants of a certain culture (not just
its representatives)?

4. Does anybody have the right to impose its @@mmunicational behavior standardsaring in
mind that fact that changing one’s communicatiobehavior means cultural change (and
equates a “cultural rape”)?

The questions above are vital for a possible thebmhe intercultural tolerance or, in other words,
possible unified theory of tolerangcewhich can outline the conditions tefficient and ethic
communication and co-operation. In the frameworkh# post-positivist epistemology, of cultural
pluralism and the relativism generated by the inm@msurability of the cultural paradigms, the
answers to the questions above depend on the@olotithe fundamental dilemmia:the construction
of trans-cultural communicational standards, of mns-cultural code of the communicational
behavior possible?

Thus, the pessimism towards the possibility of athentic intercultural communication and an
authentic intercultural tolerance justified only the classical paradigm, where cultures are regarde
in their objectivity, as exterior, immuable and afithe communicational context. Thigrd culture
idea brings about a new paradigm, which constrai@gparticipants to communication to take part in
the fulfilment of certain common tasks, being fedcto adapt their references mutually and
progressively, in the process of communication. Tlaé and contemplative descriptionalism of
“multiculturalism” and the idealist and utopic ag$im of “interculturalism” are overcome by a new
point of view in which the human subject (individlwa collective) can build a new trans-cultural
vision, a “common house” where communication careffigient. In such a paradigm, none of the
subjects is to elaborate a communicational codehabone culture or another can impose its own
communicational standards. This becomes a faldalqro

In the constraining situation of a “common taskig tcodes and standards appear by themselves,
during the process of communication. The role @ $pecialists in communication (academicians,
researchers or workers in social communicationd icilitate the mutual adjustments of the culsure
within the “common task” situation (Casmir), to kea record of the progress and to make the
participants aware of them. The willing assumptidrthe new standards is the starting point for new
mutual adjustments — and so on, in a process wdwmenunication has been unblocked. Are we not
living in an era where more and more cultures acaight in the “common task” situation? What is,
for instance, the European Union? | think thatténcurrent shape, based on economic criteria (which
split rather tharunify), the European Union does not offer enough “comnasks” in order to give
birth to a newPan-European civic cultureas a variety of the third culture. But, a EuropEaderation
could offer the political, economical, social andtgral framework necessary for the achievement of
what Casmir called “the third culture” (see Gab#ietireescu & Adrian Severin, 2001, pp. 3-42)
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Under the virtual conditions of a European Federatthe “common tasks” will inevitably multiply,
but their cultural imperatives would seem more arate obvious for the Europeans. Realizing them
faster could be substantially achieved by sociairmooinication, standardized in the social engineering
terms (such engineering already exists and itlisgt®ublic Relationk

From within the new paradigm, the questions aréudifit — less theoretical and their answers are
easier to be found:

1. In a more and more interdependent world, how dodeBne competence in intercultural
communicatiofd

2. Which are theinstruction methodsthat need to be developed in order to achieve this
competence?

3. How cancommunication and collaboratiooetween researchers, practitioners and interalltur
communication subjects be facilitated?

4. How cancollaborationbe enlarged, so it can incorporate new cultures?

5. Whatresearchtypesshould be supported for their usefulness for othéures?

6. Whatinstitutionsshould we design in order to be able to use thdumts of the research work —
not merely communicational, but also communicaingitutions?

These questions are not theoretical, but pracécel immediate. They address researchers and
schoolmasters, experts and councilors, politiciang us all, those involved more or less from the
professional point of view to social communicatiargeneral, but especially to the intercultural and
inter-ideological one.
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