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Introduction: the two faces of globalisation

At the beginning of the 21 Century, there are two predominant trends that appear to be
contradictory: the globalisation process and a growing awareness of the diversity of cultures and
civilisationsin theworld.

The process caled globalisation can theoretically be analysed from different perspectives, considering
its advantages and disadvantages. Notwithstanding the different opinions that may exist on the
subject, one thing is evident: globaisation as such isto alarge extent creating an urbi et orbe modd,
irrespective of the specific cultural adaptations that may form part of the process.

There is a red possibility that globalisation be nothing more than the find stage in the cultural
homogenisation process that started with western modernity, not 200, but 500 years ago. The fact
that this homogenisation has taken the form of different strategies (coloniaism, developmentalism,
globalisation), under different flagships (Christianism, modernisation, democratisation), essentialy
makes no difference: the dream of a single and universal human culture, as homogeneous and
uniform as possible, asthe only way of guaranteeing a decent and peaceful lifefor al societies.

Notwithstanding the profoundly different reasons and motives involved in this process (the wish to
dominate and the wish to save others from their supposed inferiority), it is afact that al those who
have defended the process have considered culturd diversity as something secondary, or dangerous
even, that was an obstacle for the enlightened process leading to mankind consisting of autonomous
beings, ether free from al culturd restraints or dominated by a single culture of a supposedly
universa nature.

It has to be accepted that, thanks in part to some of the instruments created by globdisation, the need
to acknowledge the value of cultural diversity has become an important contemporary imperative. It
is no longer possible to rgect the fact that the world is culturdly diverse, even for those who didike
the fact or fight againgt it.

Mankind is faced with the dilemma of either sacrificing cultural diversity on the dtar of
globdlisation or using intercultural dialogue to enrich the mutual knowledge of different cultures, a
fundamental step towards guaranteeing the possibility of a fair world, in peace and harmony, making
full use of some of the instruments that globalisation has devel oped.

This intercultural perspective should help us to overcome both the homogenisation that is resulting
from the present globalisation modd and the cultura fundamentalisms that, dthough they are
presented as dternatives to homogeneous globaisation, are just as destructive.

This booklet presents a series of basic proposas, organised into two blocks:

» Thefirst block contains a series of theoretica proposals related to the concepts of culture, cultural
diversity, cultura plurdism and interculturality.

* The second block contains more specific proposals oriented towards the intercultural approach to
culturd diversity.



. PROPOSALSFOR THE CLARIFICATION OF FUNDAMENTAL CONCEPTS

Before considering the proposals amed at establishing an intercultura approach to culturd diversty,
we fed that we should first define the concepts of culture, cultural diversity, plurdism and
interculturality. These four concepts are fundamenta in this booklet, and they are defined in so many
contradictory, and often incompatible, ways, that we fed that we should clarify the way in which
they are used here.

1. On culture

We consder that culture should be defined with regards to its content, its different structural
levels, itsrelation to reality and the profound structure that underlies different systems of vaues.

a) Cultureisnot onedimension among others

References to culture are usudly related to intellectua aspects, customs or values, so it tendsto
be considered as one more dimension of redlity, dongside economy, palitics, religion, science,
the legdl system, etc. The preservation and promotion of culturd diversity through intercultural
diaogue, however, requires us to consder culture as more than one more dimension of socia
redlity.

If we redlly wish to promote culturd diversity through intercultura dialogue, culture can no
longer be considered as one dimension among others, sinceit is the set of dl the beliefs, myths,
knowledge, ingtitutions and practices with which a society establishes its presence in the world
and enaures its reproduction and surviva over time. In other words, away of life that includes
the entire existential reality of the people and communitiesin a society, and not only arts,
folklore or beliefs.

To reduce culture to a mere dimension of redity (often caled the cultural dimension)
contradicts the desire to preserve and promote cultural diversity, because all economic,
political, reigious, legal, educational, scientific and technological activities are cultural
activities, since they are part of a certain culture. Indeed, culture is not on one side of society,
with the economy, poalitics, science, technology, religion, medicine, justice, socia organisation,
the arts and folklore on the other side, asif they were two separate and independent worlds. All
political, economic, scientific, religious, legal, socid, artistic, etc., acts are culturd in so much

asthey are expressions of a specific culture.



The question to be asked, then, is whether it is possible to promote cultura diversity and, at the
same time, propose a single economic culture (market economy), a single politica culture
(nation state), a single educationa culture (schooling and literacy), a single legd culture
(confrontation and punishment), a single religious culture (secularisation of society in generd),
a sngle scientific culture (modern experimenta science), and a single welfare culture
(development)? Is it possble to ignore the knowledge and practices of other cultures,
establishing a pre-defined way of life (modernisation and development), and at the same time
preserve cultura diversity? In our opinion, the answer is evidently no.

When we refer to the preservation and promotion of cultural diversity, we must be referring to
the presarvation of the economic, politica, socia, scientific, religious, medicind and
educationa cultures of each society and socia group. And intercultural dia ogue must therefore
cover al these “cultural areas’.

This is not just a question of semantics, since it implies a change of perspective, oriented
towards full acknowledgement of the potential and capacities of al human culturesin all aress.
In order to overcome our idea of culture as a mere dimension, we have to change the direction
of the debate on cultura pluralism and interculturdity: the former does not merely refer to
multiple forms of a supposedly universal culture, and the latter is not a concept that is
ultimatdly amed a joining unity and diversty in a generaly accepted homogeneous
framework.

In this respect, we have to consder that, athough dl cultures and the result of cultural
crossbreeding, this is not a single homogeneous process, but diverse and plural, since each
dtuation in which there is contact between cultures is different and idiosyncratic. The fact of
acknowledging cultural crossbreeding does not necessarily mean that we are searching for a
homogeneous horizon. It is merely the acceptance of a phenomenon that takes place every day
and in dl cultures. The idea is not, then, to convert the objective redity of cultura
crossbreeding into an ideology aimed a overcoming culturd differences, since these
differences are not something to be overcome, but rather something to be accepted.

The search isfor “Harmony not in spite of our differences, but thanks to our differences™.

But before considering cultura plurdism and interculturality, we have to clarify the issue of

culturdl dynamicsthemsalves.

! The dogan of the 30" anniversary of the I ntercultural I nstitute of Montreal, held in 1993.



b) Thethreestructural levelsof all cultures

We bdieve that there are three levels of redlity, understood as the global way of life of anation

or societyz, indl cultures.

One leve refers to the conscious or sub-conscious values and beliefs on which each culture
bases and develops its way of conceiving and experiencing redlity. These values and beliefs are
not always related to reflexive awareness and the logos, but primarily related to the mythos,
understood as beliefs that exist with no awareness of such beliefs. This is the horizon of
intellect on which each human group bases its way of life. Using the tree analogy3, we can say
that values and beliefs are the roots. They are not dways visible, but they are essentia for the
treeto live and grow.

A second level refers to the indtitutions that are established in the different areas of redity, as
the structural version of these beliefs and vaues, and also as a framework of reference for
concrete practices. These ingtitutions can be of a more or less formal nature, irrespective of
their importance. Returning to the tree andogy, the inditutions are the trunk that gives a
concrete and visible form to values.

Finaly, we refer to concrete and daily practices in the different areas of redlity (politics,
economy, socia organisation, science, territory, education, religion, etc.) that are normaly the
most visible aspects of cultures, and the first to be percelved. In our anaogy, they are the
branches and leaves of the tree. Unlike the trunk or the roots, they can be profoundly and
rapidly changed.

It isdl too often the case, when referring to intercultural conflicts and relations, that thereis no
mention of the leve involved, and this means that it is much more difficult to search for

solutions or means of understanding when faced with common conflicts and challenges.

c) Culturesaremorethan mererationality

Thereis an excessive tendency to reduce cultures to a question of mere rationdity: a culture is
only the result of a rationa caculation amed a responding to material challenges. This
perspective attempts to understand and perceive cultures, in al their complexity, only from a
rationa perspective, expecting to find a logical and rational coherence throughout. Anything

% This point follows the considerations developed by Robert Vachon (1995: 36-52)
3 The tree analogy isinspired by Kalpana Das, director of the Intercultural Institute of Montreal, who usesit in her
intercultural training courses and seminars.



that resists being reduced to mere rationdity is considered to be irrational, magic or fruit of the
imagination, and ignored as an dement of sSignificance and value.

Nevertheless, experience has shown us that al human redlity, and redity in genera, can not be
considered merely from arational viewpoint, since they are more than the result of the logos,
athough the dictatorship of the logos over redity in general reduces it solely to what can be
thought: there is no other redity. But we can identify another two dimensions of redlity,
particularly in relation to cultures: the mythical-symbolic dimension and the dimension of
mystery”.

The mythical-symbolic dimension refers not so much to what is caled unred, fictitious,
fantastic, transcendental, imagined...., but to what “(...) puts usin touch with redlity”. Thisisa
deeper leve of redlity that cannot be reached by reflexive, conceptua and logica reasoning. If
reason can be defined as verbum mentis (the word of thought), the mythical-symbolic

dimension can be defined as verbum entis (the word of being).

The difficulty involved in understanding this dimension liesin the fact that it can not be defined
or explained by reason, since it can not be defined, nor thought, nor spoken, but it isasred as

the what we perceive from reason.

Finaly, the dimenson of mystery corresponds to what can be neither thought or defined,
ressting dl possible conceptudisation and symbolisation. This does not mean that myth can not
be the vehicle of mystery and the logos its conceptua explanation, but taking care to identify
them separately, since this is not an enigma that has to be solved, but the total freedom of
redity that has to be lived to the full.

When we refer to interculturality and cultura plurdism, it is very important to take these
dimensions, present in all cultures, into consideration. Otherwise, we are liable to reduce it dl
to the logos, thus continuing the trend for highly destructive and annihilating cultura
ethnocides.

d) Thedivine, thehuman and the cosmic: threedimensionsof all cultures

Finally, with regards to the values and beliefs on which al cultures are based (as mentioned in
section 1.¢), we can establish a direct relationship between each of them with at least one of

* For an in-depth analysis of these three dimensions and how they are established, see the article by Robert Vachon
(1995: 34-60), and especidly the diagram that illustrates the article (pages 62-63).



the three dimensions of Redlity: the anthropologica dimension, the cosmic dimension and the
divine dimension”.

In other words, al culture links a conception of the human, the divine and the cosmic, since
redity itself congsts of these three dimensons and the relations between them. In this respect,
it can be said that all cultural values are always related to at least one of these three
dimensions.

For a better understanding of the values of a culture, then, we have to be familiar with and

understand how these three dimensions are established, and the relationships and hierarchies
that exist between them.

2. Cultural diversty

We fed that we should refer to cultura diversity instead of cultural differences, since the term
impliesthat there is a difference in relation to an established model, athough thisis not dways
intended. Cultura diversty, however, implies that we are not assuming the existence of a
sngle pre-established modd, but different models, dl of which have their respective light and

dark aress.

a)Why iscultural diversity important?

It is often convenient to explain what appears to be evident, even if only to refrain from
ending up defending things that mean nothing. With regards to culturd diversty, it is
assumed that a large number of individuas and groups concerned with the future of
mankind, consder that it is something to be preserved. But this concern is not usualy fully
reasoned.

We consder that the importance of cultura diversity does not lie in the concept itself, since
it is not an objective per se, but as a means and instrument to reach something that is far
greater. When we refer to culturd diversity, then, we refer to individuas and human
communities which, for very different reasons, have developed particular ways of life,

creating not only materia but spiritua, not only individua but shared meaning.

In other words, cultura divergty is the rea expresson of the most profound human
creativity that attempts to arise a a certain time and in a certain place, without which

® Raimon Panikkar calls this three-dimensionality the “ Cosmoteandric dimension”. See PANIKKAR 1993
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personal existence has no meaning. Culturd diverdty is an expression of the will to exigt,
the configuration of afull lifein communion with redlity.

In this respect, a defence of culturd diversity is not limited to a defence of rights, since it
implies the defence of human crestivity in its search for fulfilment, which is ultimately not
only of an anthropological nature. Cultural diversity does not so much pertain to the
individual-genera sphere but to the personal-community sphere. In this sense, a defence of
culturd diversity implies a profound respect for what people and communities are, rather
than an obsession with what one thinks they should be. It is repect for human complexity
that does not admit uniform visions, or reducing approaches, and which puts no limits on life
itself. Accepting cultural diversity isnot an act of tolerance towards those who are different,
but acknowledgement of these others (individuas and communities) in al their redlity,
contradictory, swollen with knowledge, know-how and practices that are the basis of afull

life.

However, to be coherent with what we have said previoudy about the concept of culture,
when we refer to cultural diversity, we are not only accepting a diversty of folklore,
language, customs or “cultural productions’, but dso a diversity of economic, politica,
socid, scientific, education, spatia cultures, etc.

b)Three positions on cultural diversity in the world

Summarising, we can consder that, in genera, there are three main perspectives on the

future of culturd diversity in the contemporary world.

In the first place, we refer to a perspective that foresees and/or desires progressive cultural
uniformity, supported by the modern western socio-economic model of Euro-American
design. In its mogt extreme version, it is the dream of spreading the American Way of Life
al over the world. This perspective, which is il attractive to alarge number of intellectud,
political, economic circles, etc., is no longer defended openly, both because of the
opposition that it creates and because of its practical impossibility due to manifest world-
wide resstance. However, dthough it can not be applied in its entirety, work continues
towards this goal, repecting “ cultural peculiarities’ aslong asthey do not hinder the growth
of modern western economic, socid and political cultures. To a greater or smaller extent,

this perspective can be defined as A single one-colour world.



In the second place, we can refer to a perspective that assumes culturd diversity as an
undeniable fact, but at the same time considers the need for a single world-wide system that
includes culturd diversity. From this perspective, this world-wide system is the basis for
handling this culturdl diversity, event though the system itsalf (democracy, human rights,
single market, United Nations, etc.) is primarily the result of modern western culture. The
reasons behind this perspective can be different, and even contradictory. We find the
pragmetic pogtion of Samud Huntington (The Clash of Civilisations), who considersthat it
isthe best strategy to guarantee the surviva of western predominance in the world, and the
UNESCO podtion, as defined in the world report caled Our creative diversity (1994). This
perspective can be defined as A single multi-coloured world.

Thirdly, we can consider a perspective that accepts the culturdly diverse nature of our
contemporary world, but which is not initialy concerned with the need for a world-wide
system, with universal supra-cultural vaues, but with the need for exchange, relationships
and dia ogue between different cultures and civilisations, based on the fact that they are all
genuine and can not be reduced in any way. Now these characteristics do not imply closing
in on onesdlf, but opening onesdlf to others precisaly as oneis and not as one should be. This
perspective can be defined as A world containing many other worlds, recovering this
remarkable expresson from the zapatista movement in Mexico.

3. Cultural pluralism and inter culturality

a) Pluralism

Culturd diversity shows that no cultura paradigm is cagpable of explaining al of redlity,
since each culture is a specific concept in space and time belonging to the great adventure of
mankind. Each culture is a view of redlity, which is conditioned by its context and by
history itsalf. Indeed, each culture is a perspective of redity that can never be global sincea
perspective, by definition, is of a partial nature. In other words, it can be said that each
culture sees dl of redity, abeit partialy.

We are faced, then, with an absolute need for a pluralist attitude to culturd diversity in the
world of today, so that the world can become a place of justice and peace. This pluralist
attitude can be characterised as follows™:

® \We are using the essential aspects of the considerations made in this respect by Raimon Panikkar (1998: 191-193).
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i) Culturdl plurdism is not restricted to confirming that there are multiple cultures, or
wishing to reduce them to unity. It is evident that there are different cultures and that
they can not become one. Cultural pluraism requires more than the mere
acknowledgement of multiple cultures, and it also requires that we overcome our desire
for unity.

if) For pluralism, unity is not an absolute idedl, even if plurd variations were admitted.
Pluralism positively accepts the existence of cultura aspects that can not be reduced,
without denying that there are possibly also aspectsin common. Pluralism does not thrive
on aeschatologica hopethat dl cultureswill finally become one.

iif) Cultura pluralism does not clam that there is a single truth or that there are multiple
truths, since it accepts that the truth itsaf is pluralist, in as much as it expresses the
pluraist nature of redlity, as it exigts in different cultures. The plurdism of truth is what
prevents us from identifying it with either unity or multiplicity.

iv) Cultural pluralism as a perspective has no place for a univers sysem. A universal
plurdist syssem would be a contradiction, since it is impossble to overcome the
incommensurate nature of different cultures. In itsdlf, thisis not a negative characteristic
that has to be solved, but a revelation of the nature of Redlity itsdlf: it is not represented

in its entirety by any culture, however universal it may claim to be.

V) Culturd plurdism makes us aware of our own contingency and our limits, showing us
that redlity is not transparent, and accessible through thought and the logos. Even if a
plurdist attitude attempts to enter in the dimension of the logos, it is aso aware that the
fact that cultures can not be reduced to the logos, since, as we mentioned earlier, they are
both mythos and logos.

vi) Culturd plurdism as an attitude expresses faith in Redlity, and accepts the polar co-
exigence, in tenson, of different ultimate human convictions, based on different
cosmologies and religions. It has neither the desire to eliminate evil or error, nor to make
them absolute.

But cultural pluralism does not presuppose that cultures are ether isolated or enclosed,
but that an intercultural perspective admits each in the redlity of the other.

b) Interculturality

11



The concept of interculturality, understood as a Stuation in which two or more cultures
come into contact, can not be taken lightly as an easy and comfortable encounter, sinceit is
in fact highly demanding on dl levels. The following remarks are not intended to provide an
exhaugtive analysis of the subject, but they are a tarting point for discuss on’.

i) The concept of interculturality can not be reduced to an encounter between mgjorities and
minorities, or as mere “interethnicism”, since it accepts the intercultural nature of all
cultures, which does not mean that they are al the same.

i) Interculturdity can not mean the study of a culture or of the relations between two
different cultures, based on the criteria and values of one of them done, or from a
viewpoint consdered to be neutral and universa (acultural, transcultural or
superculturd).

iil) Nether is interculturdity a technique or drategy to better unify cultures under the
predominant cultural ideology (position defended on behalf of the integration of the
majority into the common public culture, related to modernity and development), from a
political viewpoint, and temporarily, until the time of total de-culturisation (postion
defended by those who clam that we should become emancipated from culture,
accepting the supposedly universal and apolitical values of the autonomous individua,
rationality and objectivity (often seeking to overcome all cultures and rdligions). We are
unaware of the cultural homogenisation, the tyranny of rationality or the alienation
involved. There is no such thing as neutra reality, except in the fiction of conceptua
abstraction.

iv) To express this in a positive fashion, we reserve the concept of interculturality for the
encounter between cultures that takes place from the fundamenta characteristics,
matrices and unique aspects of each individua culture, on the common horizon that
bel ongs exclusively to none of them.

V) Interculturality is the encounter, not only of the logic categories (logoi) of the systems of
sgns and representations of different cultures, but adso of ther practices, beliefs,
symboals, rituas, myths, matrices and, indeed, the total existentia redlity that is unique to
every one of them.

" We are summarising the points considered by Robert VVachon (VACHON 1995 76-79)
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vi) We prefer to use the word interculturd, instead of biculturd, pluricultural or plurd,
because these concepts are too dudistic.

vii) We are aware that the encounter between cultures and interculturdity, in the above
sense, leads to ruptures in their respective bases, inevitably causing a profound crisis
relating to their symbols and fundamental myths.

viii) Ultimately, interculturality is areleasing experience for each of the culturesinvolved, and
enables us to become aware of the limits that are inherent to our own cultures and
worlds. But at the same time, we become aware of the infinite and transcendenta nature

of oursalves, our identities and our respective worlds

13



Il -PROPOSALSFOR AN INTERCULTURAL CULTURAL DIVERSITY

We consder that our proposals should be for an intercultural cultural diversity, because we are
convinced that the future inevitably implies the establishment of relations between different cultures.
It not a drategy, then, to evolve towards a uniform culturd crossbreeding, but to enrich and
transform each culture by contact with others, but always based on what it is, and not what it should
be.

We consder that the proposas for cultura diaogue should take into consideration different theme
aress, in agreement with our remarks on the globa concept of culture, and different contexts. This
differentiation is neither band nor gratuitous, since it responds to the need to define the proposas

considering the subject concerned and the context in which they arise.

Congdering that modern western culture is predominant in al areas of the current globdisation
process, with varying intendty, the proposas are essentiadly centred on establishing dialogue with

other cultures and civilisations.

4. Proposalsfor intercultural dialoguein different areas

As mentioned at the beginning of this document, cultural diversity affectsall the dimensions of
human redlity in their entirety. We therefore go on to identify the greatest challenge that each
of them faces with a view to achieving a true intercultura dialogue, which in most cases will
arise within the framework of modern western culture and the cultures of other civilisations.

a) Fundamental universal values

One of the most important current problems is related to the definition of certain universal
values associated to culturd diversity. It is usudly established that the unquestionable basis
for universal values are the Human Rights that should be the foundations for Universa
Ethics.

Indeed, the Universal Declaration of Human Rights approved by the United Nations in
1948, has become the first and ultimate point of reference for the protection and promotion
of individua dignity. Notwithstanding their validity and utility, we have to accept that these
Human Rights arise and carry the seal of the cultura context in which they were created,
which is none other than modern western culture. When we accept this, we are not denying
their value and utility, but, on the one hand, acknowledging their limitations, and on the

14



other, opening the door to making them intercultural, based on other socia logics present in
the contemporary world.

We present the following eements in order to show how they are conditioned from a
cultural viewpoint:

- Some higtorical agpects of Human Rights
- Some agpects of the western nature of Human Rights

- Non-western socia cultures

i) Palitical, philosophical and social aspects of Human Rights8

In the first place, we have to consider that Human Rights arose in a specific political,
socia and philosophical context. On apolitica leve, the first Declaration of the Rights of
Men and Citizens arose in the framework of the French revolution, as a means of
defending individuals from the abuse and oppression of the predominant political power
of the time in Europe, in the form of monarchica absolutism. They basicaly arise, then,
asasystem of defence.

As for their philosophical bases, we have to consider the growing importance that the
western world gives to the concept of the individua, the legal formulation of which the
sociologist Marcel Mauss and the anthropologist Louis Dumont identify as derived from
the classic Latin-Roman world, which was taken up by Chrigtianism. This accent on the
individual dimension of man ultimately leads to it being concelved as a redlity that is
separate from the rest of the world. In a Christian universe, this separation leads to the
establishment of a direct relationship with God. In secular western circles, the
relationship is established with onesdlf, as the beginning and end of everything.

With regards to the social context, we have to consder that the socia order in the
western world is fundamentally concelved as something that is established outside the
individual, influenced by the Abrahamic cultura universe where God, separate from the
world that He created, is the supreme being to which we must al submit. The
secularisation of the western world in the context of modernity led to replacing God by a
system of rules and lawsthat define dl that is good and just. Thisis based on the ideathat
aright is assgned to each individua by something that is externd to him, whether it be
God or the State, and that thisright is exactly the samefor al individuals.

8 This section is based on Eberhard 1996: 8- 18.
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However, we must aso consider that Human Rights have evolved since they were first
legaly formulated in 1789 with the French Revolution. This first declaration can be
described as defining individua civil and political rights, as an expression of predominant
modern thought at the time, that conceives the possbility of no other kind of rights, or
that rights can not be gtrictly of an individua nature. During the 19" and the first half of
the 20" centuries, the economic and social rights configured were basically the result of
the workers' demands when faced with the negative social and economic consequences
of the Industrial Revolution. These first two generations of Rights, and primarily thefirst,
will eventualy configure the Universal Declaration of Human Rights approved by the
UN in 1948.

The third generation of Human Rights refers to cultural rights and solidarity, as the result
of the gradua acceptance of the culturd diversity of mankind. They have both a genera
and individua dimension and, unlike the first two generations, they are not part of the
logic of the state, but are outside the state, and occasionally go against the state, when it
prevents or hinders them from being exercised.

On the other hand, we must not forget the change in the function of Human Rights that
has taken place over time. As indicated earlier, the fight for the acknowledgement of
Human Rights started as a clear system of defence, in the sense that the fight was for an
instrument aimed &t the defence againgt the abuse of an absolute State, initially, and later
againg the abuse and injustice generated by the Industrid Revolution. Although this
defensive function remains, a second radically different function has been progressively
added, with some subtlety: the function of becoming the maximum, and perhaps only
point of reference for the organisation of life in society throughout the world. In other
words, we are increasingly faced with a dilemma summarised as “ Or Human Rights or
barbarism’” .

This new function of Human Rightsis of vital importance, since it is precisaly where the
conflict between Human Rights and Cultural Diversity arises. It is one thing to use them
as a defence againgt the abuse of transnationa corporations or states (both, incidentaly,
ingtitutions of modern western origin) in different parts of the world, and quite another to
use Human Rights to impose a way of organisng socid and legd culture around the
world, ignoring other socid and legal cultures.
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ii) Some aspects of the western nature of Human Rights

Concentrating a little on the western nature of Human Rights, with reference to the
myths and profound beliefs on which they are based, we can bascally identify three
aspects, with their corresponding intercultural criticisms (PANIKKAR 1982: 90-105).

The firgt is the belief in a universal human nature, which is reasoned to be a universa
ingrument of knowledge and which is fundamentaly different from the rest of redity.
This leads us to consder man asin control of himsdf, his destiny and the entire universe,
in which he is therefore the “ supreme legidator”. An intercultura criticism to this would
consider, on the one hand, that a universal human nature does not have to be separate
from the rest of redlity, because in this Situation, it could well be considered that Human
Rights are violating, for example, cosmic rights. On the other hand, al interpretations of

human nature are necessarily individua.

A second aspect is that they proclam the dignity of man, which must be defended,
especidly from the state and society. This aspect is based on the fact that individuals and
society are separate, and that each individud is autonomous in relation to the cosmos as
the supreme value. An intercultural criticism would suggest that man can not be reduced
to the individua, since this is ultimately a mere abstraction. As Panikkar (1982: 100)

Sys,

(.)“1I” amalsoin “my” relatives, in “my”’ children, in “my” friends, in

“my’ enemies, in “my’ ancestors, in “my” hers. “1” amalso in * my’

ideas and fedings and in “ my” possessions. If you hurt me, you also hurt

my clan, and possibly even yoursdif.
In other words, if we consider the individua as an isolated being, a person would be “ the
entire fabric surrounding that being, so initially we are unable to define the limits of a

person, since they ultimately depend on his personality” . (PANIKKAR 1982: 92)

A third aspect refers to a democratic order, as a counterpoint not so much to a
totalitarian order, but rather to a hierarchica order, which is based either on a divine law
or of mythological origin. In the first place, democracy considers that society is a sum of
individuals that form an association in order to achieve certain objectives that they could
not achieve done. In this sense, then, society is seen as something that is capable of
abusing and oppressng individuals a any time. In the second place, this aspect implies
that each individual has the same importance and responsbility with regards to the
welfare of society. Thirdly, society is no more than a group of individuals who make
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decisons on behdf of their individual sovereign wishes, irrespective of suprahuman
redlity and whether or not they bdieve that such a thing exigts. In the fourth place, the
limits of individual freedom are the limits of the freedom of other individuals, which
rationally justifies majority government.

With regards to this definition of democracy, which may appear to be unquestionable, an
intercultural criticism would propose several consderations. In the first place, the
inconvenience of the supposed dternative between democracy and dictatorship or
totalitarianism, since democracy is not the only non-totditarian or non-dictatoria
aternative capable of guaranteeing persona dignity. It may be the best means of defence
againg the abuse of the State, society or transnationd corporations, but it may aso be the
worst way to make decisions that go against ecologica balance, against people who are
excluded from society or the democratic state itself (decisions made by democratic states
that affect the inhabitants of other states), and againgt the minorities who are ignored by
the democratic mgjority, etc.

iif) Non-western social cultures

As we have just seen, the concept of Human Rightsis rooted in modern western culture,
and specificdly in a particular way of concelving social culture. For a better
understanding of the non-universdity of this modern western culture, we will take a brief

look at other cultures or socid Iogicsg.

Within the framework of Confucianist thinking, present basically in China, thereis no
acknowledgement of God the infinite creator in opposition to the finite human world,
because there is no dichotomy between creator and creature. From this perspective, the
world can not be conceived as governed by external laws, and it is spontaneoudy sdif-
governed. Thisimpliesthat individuals must function in agreement with this order, which
would explain and judify the high value given to sdf-discipline, which is acquired
through education and, above al, through the respect for the rites that lead to perfection.
In the thinking and socid practices influenced by Confucianism, the importance of law is
relative and it is consdered to be a minor eement involved in the configuration of social
relationships. Laws are perceived as models of conduct, since what is important is to
respect the rites and the rules of behaviour (giri) that regulate different kinds of social

® This point is asummary of the study conducted by the anthroplogist and lawyer, Christophe Eberhard. See Eberhard
1996: 41-47 & 2000: 150-200.
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relationships and to reach an agreement in case of conflict. It can be said that rights will
aways be used within a series of rites and models of behaviour, consdering that the
search is not so much for justice as for the re-establishment of the socid harmony that
has been broken, and which needs to be maintained and reinforced.

Within the framework of animigtic thinking, which in general terms can primarily be
identified with the so-caled Black Africaand indigenous tribes throughout the world, we
find the fundamenta idea that the universeisthe result of the movement of energies. The
soul of the universe is regulated by these energies by means of constant complementary
movements that tend to harmonise. Thisis a complementary plurdity by means of which
societies are often organised in aternary structure. The basis of the Universe, which has
arisen from chaos, is not One, but multiple, disorganised and ungtable. The world is
permanently created and re-created, and man plays a very important rolein this, since he
is responsible for guaranteeing universa harmony. From this perspective, the unity of a
society can not be based on an external, uniform order, but on the establishment of
different groups that depend on each other, since they are complementary. We must
consider that, since unity comes from diversty, al systems of values or lega codes that
tend towards uniformity will be perceived as destroying unity. Since there is no externa
order, man is responsible for his future, so the search for consensus and conciliation are
fundamental when there are conflicts. Ultimately, as the world is conceived, so are
individuals conceived, plurdly with different levels (corpora, spiritual, ancestra and
energetic) that dynamically form each individual. People are also associated to multiple
socia and family ties, which implies that their identities are basically determined by their
functionsin society. In western thought, and from alega perspective, it isthe same from
birth to death, with an invariable and identical right or rights for everyone. Animigtic
thought is completely different, since individuals are manifest as multiple on al levels,
and fundamentally of a changing nature.

The concept of legal personality does not belong to originally African laws.

What they contain is the status determined by the functions performed:

individual status becomes more important with age, with marriage, when

children are born, when one becomes the head of a lineage,... (ALLIOT
1989: 274)

In animigtic societies, individuas are traditionaly plurd, as members of different
communities and groups, which leads a plurd nature to socid organisation which,
cregting powers and counterpowers, prevented the establishment of a strong central
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power, providing protection againgt possible abuse and exploitation, without the need for
establishing ided human rightsfor all.

The Indian world, including Hindu, Buddhist and Jainigtic traditions, is based on a
concept that is common to them dl: dharma. This concept can only be understood by
consdering the cosmologica vison on which it is based. From a Hindu perspective, the
world has not been created from nothing by an externa creator, but it is the
manifegtation, srishti, of what is not manifest, Brahman, in what is manifest. The
purpose of the world created is the return of the manifest to the non-manifest, for which
this plurd world has a complex hierarchical organisation, based on the permanently
changing baance between the principle of préana, energy, and the principle of akasha,
substance.

In this context, dharma is a plurd and highly diverse concept. It is not contradictory, but
it can be perceived, understood and experienced in very different ways.

Religious men will see dharma as the law of God; moral men will seeit as
the internal principle that provides a criterion for good and evil; lawyers
will seeit asthe law (...); psychologists will discover tradition, custom and
social spirit; philosophers will see the conscience of the species or the
conscience of unity, the very nature of which will finally drive man to
manifest goodness or a sense of unity; idealists will see it as the ideal;
realists will see the law that is behind the scene of life; practical mystics
will see the force that leads to harmony in unity. But really, dharma is the
principle at the basis of all these manifestations, contained in all of them
and underlying all these conceptions. (Guatherus Mees, quoted in Herbert
1988: 117-118)

It is fundamentally a principle of cohesion and cosmic force that is manifest in many
ways, while remaining essentially unchanged, providing us with a better understanding of
the fact that one of the basic aspects of Indian thought is the fitting together of al the
elementsthat make up the cosmos. As Cristophe Eberhard says,
Indeed, what first attracts our attention in Indian thought is its tendency to
assmilate and articulate everything: each system of thought, each
philosophy is seen to be compatible with others, and as part of a system,
certainly hierarchical but profoundly plural, which nonetheless preserves

the ideal of the unity of the cosmos and of God. (EBERHARD 2000: 192-
193)

Dharma, which has legd, social and ethical implications, is not based on the individua,
but on the entire cosmos, of which man isjust one part. If he respects the dharma, he can
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live in harmony with the cosmos, which helps us to understand what Raimon Panikkar
says about the place that Law occupiesin asociety based on theidea of dharma.
A world in which the concept of dharma is at the centre, penetrating
everything, has no interest in providing evidence of the “rights’ of one
individual in relation to another, or of an individual in relation to society,
since it is primarily concerned with establishing the dharmic (just, true,

consigtent...) or non-dharmic nature of a thing or action within the entire
cosmoteandric complex of reality (PANIKKAR 1982: 106)

In this case, like animism, individual persondity has a more functional and non-
substantial nature, and the different status categories will determine the rights and duties
of each individud. We aso have to remember that, unlike Human Rights, dharma
affects the entire cosmos, including dl life forms, and not just human life. This means
that the ultimate objective is to guarantee the harmony of the cosmos. In this respect, we
understand the full meaning of Pannikkar's words “mankind only has the ‘right’ to
aurvive in as much as it fulfils its duty of maintaining the world (lokasamgraha)”
(PANIKKAR 1982: 108).

From this perspective, Human Rights are relative, without denying their importance,
within the context of the entire cosmos, which means that they can only be accepted asa
harmonious group and in relation to the structure of the universe, which aso includes
man, the cosmos and the gods.

We have, however, to consder that, dthough it respects the supremacy of dharma,
Indian thought aso recognises subsidiary elements that are important when it comes to
defining what isjust.

Religious aspirations do not monopolise human activities. To complete
dharma (that which is good), there is artha (that which is useful) and kama
(that which gives pleasure). Together with the science of dharma
(dharma.sadtra), is the science of ‘artha’ (‘artha-shastra’), which is the
science of what is useful, based on an assessment of the advantages to be
obtained from an act, and which is illustrated in the politics and practices
of princes, and on the other hand the science of kama, which is the science
of pleasure and the means of obtaining it, which is illustrated in the
Kamasutra. (EBERHARD 2000: 197)

Finally, with regards to the ISamic world, the first Sgnificant aspect is that it shares with
the west the paradigm of an externa order to which one has to submit. But in the case of

Idam, this order is not profane but deeply sacred.
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As far as the law is concerned, this means that the laws are not established by the state
but by God, which means that the sharia, or the law of the Koran, are the backbone of
political power, the function of which isto lead society nearer to the divine ideal revesled
by the Prophet, rather than to transformit.

From an Idamic perspective, the acceptance of Human Rights as absolute and
unchangeable makes no sense, since only God is absolute, and it is His laws that govern

us, not man’slaws or human rights.

This pre-eminence of Koranic law does not autometicaly imply its fosslisation or
unchangeability, since Iam accepts not only unity of principle, but the unity of God, the
community of believers, the Umma and the Koranic message of the five pillars of faith,
as other and greater points of references, with different rites and the interpretation of
different schools that can vary a great dedl. This means that Idam itsdf contains alarge
variety of interpretations and ways of living the rdigion, which is often manifest in the
legd field.

At this point, and taking into consideration al the above, when resolving the dilemma between
“universal values’ and “cultura diversity”, we believe that three fundamental principles must
be taken into account:

» The definition of universa values should, fundamentaly, meet the need to respond to
universal problems that affect al cultures, within the context of globalisation. However,
these universal values must not automatically replace the systems of vaues that belong to

different cultures and civilisations, athough they can question and enrich them.

= Universd values must be defined not on the basis of a particular code of vaues that may to
agreater or lesser extent incorporate particularities and elements from other cultures, but on
the badis of true and in-depth intercultura didogue, in which no values system unilaterally
lays down the rules and the scope of the dialogue.

= Alongside the definition of universal values, it is both necessary and highly educationa to
disseminate the values systems of other socid cultures and rationales, with al their strong
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and weak points, as a way to raise awareness of the profoundly plurdigtic nature of
humankind' s different systems of values and beliefs.

b) Economic cultures

One contemporary proposa found within the framework of globalisation is that a sngle world-
wide economic system can be set up that will automaticaly benefit everyone, regardiess of
their culture. As well as the negative effects of globalising this neoliberal economic system on
the countries and regions located on the periphery of the dominant system, which countless
critical analyses have been manifesting over the last few years, we are aso faced with the fact
that imposing this system carries three fundamental and interlinked implications:

i) the presupposition that it is currently possible that only one economic culture exist, with its

own exclusive values, ingtitutions and practices,
ii) the resulting deva uation of the values, ingtitutions and practices of other economic cultures,

iii) the resulting loss of socid and political sdf-reliance for many societies, due to the
realignment of their own economic approaches and practices.

For better or worse, throughout the centuries and even now, in many societies economic
activity is not independent from the other dimensions of society. Rather it isinextricably linked
to them, because it is put at the service of the needs and wishes of the population. To put it
more clearly: houses are not built for the economic and financial machine to work, but because
houses are needed in which to live. Economic activities are not carried out so that the economy
works: the economy works to respond to the needs and aspirations that are defined and
required by the society, on the basis of its own life view.

Besides, economic activity is not redtricted to dtrictly monetary and financia activities. It
includes many other activities that are not taken into consideration by the dominant economic
system, because they do not produce tangible financia profits written in black and white in the
account books. One might say that the modern neoliberal economic culture is fundamentaly a
currency culture that excludes everything that is not countable, while traditional economies are
essentialy exactly what the etymology of the word indicates: oikos (house) and nemon
(management, adminigtration); in other words, household administration.

Another point to bear in mind, which relates to the degree of sdf-reliance of economic and
production activity, is the fact that economies that do not have modern, western roots can
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bascaly be consdered “gift and reciprocity” economies. This means that any economic
activity and exchange implies the creation and forging of persond ties and reationships
between the parties involved in it. Thisis a comprehensive socia activity that does not end at
samply paying for a product or service rendered. But the gradually widening gap between
modern economic culture and the other dimensions of a society has meant that this economic
culture has become one of exchange, with no dimension of reciprocity or any of the elements
implied in forging socia relations.

The intercultural challenge for different economic cultures will, in generdl, be to find away in
this globalised world to make modern western exchange culture compatible with other
economic cultures that may have very different systems of vaues, indtitutions and practices.
More specificaly, it will be about defining the real scope of modern economic exchange
culture which as a generd rule should not replace other economic cultures with locd and
regiond roots, but provide them with what they are not able to develop. The positive aspects of
modern economic culture should not be used to diminate the positive points of other economic
cultures: they should be used to make them more complete.

That which can be achieved by a local and regional reciprocity culture should never be
subgtituted by a globalised economic exchange culture, because this brings a loss of decision-
making ability regarding society’s priorities, needs and wishes. In other words, we must enter
into adialogue and each start to express our vaues, exploring the scope of economic exchange
culture and economic reciprocity culture, without the latter being replaced by the former.

c¢) Palitical cultures

On this point, the first thing that one must bear in mind is that, within the context of cultura
diversity, the “democracy or totditarianism” dilemma is not always true, as there are other
political cultures that, athough they cannot be strictly defined as democratic (et least from a

western perspective) are not necessarily totalitarian.

Besides, the red decison-making power of what are known as liberal democracies, putting
adde idedligtic rhetoric, is in fact relatively limited. For example, has the current economic
globalisation process been democratically discussed and decided? How often have the victims
of supposedly democratic political decisions taken to defend their interests actualy been ableto
put forward their opinions and decide on the issue themsalves? What redlly is the decison-
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making power of citizens in democratic countries on the main approaches of the economic
system in which they are immersed?

These very basic examples should serve as a warning not to just write off those politica
cultures, with or without the instruments of state, that do not fit the parameters of libera
democracy that is dominant in modern western political culture.

In the great diversty of cultures the world over, there is dso a great diversty of politica
cultures, with their own vaues, ideas and ingtitutions that differ from those of democracy and
the nation state, and with their own specific practices. Theintercultural chalenge in thefield of
political culturd diversty essentidly involves acknowledging and accepting the diversity of
political cultures, beyond the atificid polarisation between democracies and
dictatorshipg/totditarianism.

d) Social cultures

The fundamental gpproach to modern socia organisation, in which divergent ideologies
converge, is that of the individual and his or her autonomy. It is on the basis of the individua
that modern socid relations and the democratic political system itself have been built.

Even if we bear in mind that the primacy of the individua in modern western society islargely
areaction to elementsin history, particularly against the absolutist monarchies of early modern
times, we cannot presuppose that thisisthe only or even aways the best way of building socia
relations. Indeed, not al socia cultures are founded on the concept of the individua. In many,
the basic dement of socid organisation is the community. However, modern thinking has more
or less regarded the community as something that had to be overcome for the good of the
individua, as has o rightly been pointed out by the political thinker Bertrand Badie (1992);
In the field of enlightened philosophy and in particular from the point of view of
nineteenth century evolutionism, the individualisation of social relations has been
thought of as emancipating and rationalising: it gradually liberates the individual
from ties of communitarian fiddity, from the guardianship of the natural social
group to which one belongs, leading to a freer and more critical socialisation; it
distances the individual from the natural will carried by the group, which is
replaced by a rational will, opening the door to calculation and evaluation. (...)
According to this interpretation, communitarianism can be nothing more than

residual, an inheritance from a tradition that must disappear: the governability of
political systems demands that it be reabsorbed.

One could say that in the socid organisation system that has arisen from the modern western
context, the notion of society isfundamental. But in many cultures, for better or for worse, the
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cornerstone of socid organisation is not society as the organisation of individuas but the
community as an arrangement and expression of people. The community sphereis essentia for

ensuring a decent life, independently of whether or not it is contained in awider socia sphere.

In this aspect, the interculturd chalenge is to find a way to make the community sphere
compatible with the sphere of society as a whole, without the latter absorbing and cancelling
out the former, and without the former cancelling out the people.

e) Scientific cultures

Modern science and, more specificaly, technological science are the great triumphs of the
modern-day West, because it is through them that the economic devel opment and expansion of
the West have taken place. Modern science, based on andytical/empirica/quantitative
methodology, has taken ownership of the very notion of science, to the point at which science
is exclusively identified with modern science. To tak of science, in most cases, is to tak of

modern western science.

However, without detracting from the importance of its achievements as a system of
knowledge, modern-day western scientific culture is not a al the only scientific culture
possible. Other systems of knowledge have existed and till do that do not necessarily have to
be classed as unscientific; the etymology of the word “science” in Latin means “to know”,
“knowledge’.

One might say that modern-day western scientific culture is based on the following
presuppositions:

= A separation between the subject and the object;

= A search for universa lawsto explain and understand all natural phenomena;
= A reduction of reality into that which can be understood rationaly;

» A desireto master nature

These suppositions are not universal. There are other forms of scientific rationale that are based
on other assumptions. In spite of their diversty, these can be summarised into the following
points:
= Non-separation between subject and object, and therefore no separation between
human being and nature;
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» Phenomena are above al singular, in spite of the fact that they may to some extent
obey certain laws, s0 it is not so much a matter of searching for these laws but of

understanding each phenomenon in itsdlf;

» Redlity cannot be restricted to that which can be rationdly thought out; there is a
large grey area of mystery that cannot be limited or diminated by grictly rationa
thinking;

= A wish to forge a communion with redlity.

The interculturd chalenge in the scientific and technological arena will be to stop thinking of
modern science as the only system or criteria for vaidating knowledge and each culture’ s way
of knowing. We mugt, then, start to acknowledge the existence of other forms of scientific
rationale™®, which can prove to be as or more valid and effective, even if their rationae is not

aways comprehens ble according to the criteria of modern science.

f) Educational cultures

From a modern perspective, one tends to think of illiterate people as uneducated people,
whereas in fact an illiterate person isSmply an illiterate person, regardless of whether he or she
is more or less knowledgeable. To a large extent, we now use illiterate as a synonym for
uneducated, due to the fact that we restrict the idea of education to formal schooling. The force
and omnipresence of school as an indtitution in today’s world is so condgderable that these
limitations are bound to happen. But all societies have an educational culture that may or may
not include ingtitutional schooling, but which in al cases supersedesit.

Every educationd culture is a vehicle for the vaues and beliefs of the society in which it is
developed, so we can see that there is no single way of conceiving of or providing education.
Educationa culture cannot be separated from the rest of socid redlity because it is both the
reflection of thisreality and the instrument through which it is reproduced.

As wdl as transmitting more or less objective knowledge of redlity, each educationd culture
(including modern-day western educationa culture) also transmits values, behaviours and
beliefs. With thisin mind, the intercultural challenge in the field of education isto not think of
schooling and literacy as the only possible ways of ennobling people. Out-of-school learning
and the ord traditions of other educationa cultures should aso be considered vaid and

' Cf. SCHEPS 1993.
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necessary systems and valued as such. We might well speek of the existence of other ways of
learning to it different educational cultures™.

g) Ecological cultures

In modern-day western culture, man’s relationship with his environment is determined by the
separation between subject and object as per his own scientific culture, as we have seen above.
This separation basically means that nature is considered a resource at the service of man, who
is its lord and master. This clashes head-on with other approaches, in which nature is an
implicit part of human beings12 and vice-versa, with dl the environmenta repercussions that
this brings. In most indigenous and traditional cultures, the differentiation between nature and

cultureis much weaker, if not non-existent.

The intercultural chalenge in this sphereis to resolve the dilemma on how to make ecological
cultures in which nature and human beings are closdly integrated compatible with modern-day
western ecologica culture, characterised by its strong differentiation and even rift between the
two.

h) Religious cultures

One of the spheres in which the issue of intercultural dialogue is most commonly raised is the
religious sphere, with inter-faith dialogue currently being one of the most strongly developed
forms of diaogue. It can take two different approaches:

= An inter-faith didogue in which the diadogue participants are essentidly the leaders

and hierarchs of the various religious ingtitutions
= A didogue among the faithful, regardless of whether this takes place on other levels
Inter-religious dialogue can be governed by two mgor motivations:

= To find pahs to understanding and mutually enriching experiences between the
different religious traditions

= Tofind answersto the great challenges faced by mankind

Whichever the participants or their motivations, in the context of globalisation, inter-religious
diaogue mugt face the following chalenges:

L Cf. BUREAU & SAIVRE 1988.
2 Cf. COLLECTIF 1993
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= To overcome the tendency to make religious and spiritual experiences exclusive,
without implying the loss of religious identity.

» Toopenitsef up to dialogue with the modern secular world, not to fight it, nor to adapt
to it, but to work together for grester human dignity

= To openitsaf up to questioning and purifying religious beliefs and vaues.

5. Proposalsfor intercultural dialogueto fit the various contexts

a) Multicultural societies: towards a society of communities

By multicultural societies we mean those that are culturdly diverse as a result of migratory
flows. In most cases, the cultural make-up of these societies includes adominant group that has
typically generated its culture within the actud territory and more or less subordinate diverse
socia groups that have come from other places for various reasons (political, economic, socid,
and soon.)

Within this context, there are dl different kinds of interculturd conflicts and relations at
different levels, most of which can be characterised by anumber of features.

i) Social and economic excluson

Immigrants are more likely to suffer from the social and economic exclusion that is present
in our societies: Whether it be with illega hiring or with contracts but aso insecure
conditions, immigrants tend to work in job sectors that are rgjected by the host country
nationals, and this leads to a trend of dividing up the work market on ethnic or cultura
grounds. Among other consequences, this results in an unstable integration into the labour

market, which makesit difficult to forge and maintain tieswith the rest of society.
if) Xenophobic and racig actionsand attitudes

As areault of the presence of immigrants, in al multicultural societies, to a greater or lesser
extent, xenophobic and racist actions and attitudes occur. This encompasses both violent
actions againgt immigrants and their property and implicit attitudes of reection by a
consderable proportion of the population.

iil) Absence of relations between people and communities of different cultural origins
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By way of agenerdisation, we might say that relations are not forged between people and
communities of different cultura origins, except for in one-off, exceptiona cases. At most
there is a Stuation of mutual tolerance and co-existence, the sharing of a space, but with
very wesk inter-relationships and co-operation between the members of the different
communities. This lack of relationship is a hindrance to overcoming the clashes that occur

when different cultura communities comeinto contact.
L egal frameworks

Thelegd frameworks of most states with multiculturd societies are basicdly policing laws
to control immigrants, not laws directed at integrating them into their new society. It is
both paradoxical and shocking that in this age of globalisation, while goods, products and
capita can move with total freedom, people still come up againgt obstacles and hindrances
of dl kinds.

There are various reasons behind this, and they are all interlinked. By way of a summary, we

can highlight the following:

i) A narrow-minded and smpligtic view of migration

In terms of current migratory movements, there is a number of approaches and points of
view that we might categorise as highly smpligtic, as they do not take into account a
whole st of features that characterise them.

» The economic approach, by which immigrants are essentially percelved as a cheagp
workforce, forgetting that above dl they are people. This contradicts the democratic
principles and values of shelter, asylum, solidarity and respect for others. This utilitarian
view as gpplied to economics stokes up the fears and stereotypes of the host country
nationds (fear of invasion; they are poor and underdeveloped...) and discriminatory

policies and policing.

= Seeing immigration as a problem, a view that is promoted by some political leaders
and the media when they speak of immigration asa“problem”. More in-depth andysis
shows that immigrants do not generate the problems that they are often blamed for:
immigrants reside in neighbourhoods and homes that are aready sub-standard (it is for
this very reason that they can gain access to housing); they find work in the black
economy (precisely because it dready existed prior to their arrival); and the same can
be said of drug trafficking and prostitution.
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= Lack of historical memory, wheniit is said that the so-called “cultura gap” hindersthe
integration of immigrant groups, forgetting that most societies are the result of the
contributions made by people of different cultures. It is aso forgotten that alarge part
of the population of European societies was forced to emigrate from the seventeenth to
the twentieth centuries, in order to face up to the economic challenges and changes that

occurred during this period.
i) Monistic/unitarian approach to social cohesion

One of the arguments put forward for judtifying the assmilation and invighbility of
immigrants when they are culturaly different is that that this helps to preserve socid
cohesion. This monigtic y utilitarian gpproach to social cohesion confuses cohesion with
condgtency: for socid coheson to exist there must be cultura consstency. This is a
perspective in which apluralistic redlity is seen not as a source of wedth, but as athrest.

iif) Mutual unfamiliarity between people of different cultural origins

The knowledge that societies recelving immigration have of the immigrant cultures is
minimum and mostly Stereotypica, emphasisng their more folkloric and/or negative
aspects, which reinforces prejudices and stigma.

Our belief is that the objective that one must work for in the multicultural societies that
have arisen from migratory movements, in order to properly face up to the chalenge of
cultura diversty, is that of being truly intercultura. In this sense, cohesion and socid
harmony can come about as aresult of difference, and not in spite of it. More particularly,
in order to reach this god, we believe that three more specific objectives must be attained.

i) Integrate the whole of society into a culturally pluralistic reality

Mogt discourse on and approaches to the notion of integration of immigrants see it as
process by which these people are incorporated into a culturally homogeneous redlity. This
culturally homogeneous redlity can be perceived in different ways, depending on the
ideologies.

¢ Either adominant national culture

* Or a supposedly cosmopolitan universal culture, such as that of socia and political
movements claiming to be leftwing and/or progressive.
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The first case defends a nationa identity that is considered to be under threat of
disappearing due to the presence of the cultural identities of immigrants. In the second
case, the aim isto “liberate” immigrants from the chains of their traditiona cultures. But
deep down, neither view shows any interest in immigrants in themselves and even lessin
the wedlth that they can bring to society asawhole.

This perspective seems to forget the origina meaning of the word “integration”, which
refers to all the parts that make up a whole and that, each with their own presence and
dynamics, keep it whole. From this point of view, we can consider integration as a process
that

» Involves each and every person in asociety and not just those that have immigrated;

* Impliesfacing up to anew socid redity defined by growing cultura diversity, together
and with an attitude of normality.

To better understand this approach to the concept of integration, it would be appropriate to

refer back to the actual etymology of the word, as P. Grudziel ki has done (1999: 7)
“Integrate” in Latin means* entire”, “ whol€” , “ complete” . Integratio, then,
means the process by which an object, body, organism or society becomes
complete. This kind of definition can evidently not be applied to a person.
The idea of a person “ becoming complete” is a contradiction. The word in
question, then, applies to the whole and not to the part. So in social matters,
integration should also concern society as a whole and not its members
(people or groups). However, for some inexplicable reason, the meaning of

this term has not been taken on board in immigration, ethnicity or race
discourse and policy”

J. Sdt (1998), in the same line, dtates that we can consder an integration process
successful only if it includes the following three dements:

* Theadaptation of immigrantsto the host society;
» Theadaptation of the host society to theimmigrants;

* Thesetting up of suitable communication between and within the two populations.

Integration is a process of mutua learning and forging of new intercommunity relations, as
was aready proposed severd years ago by A. Perotti (1989), for whom the concept of
integration is opposed to that of assmilation, because it diplays the ability to confront and
exchange values, norms, models of behaviour, both of the immigrant and the host society —
in acontext of equality and participation. Integration is, then, the gradual process by which
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new residents become active participants in the economic, civic, cultural and spiritud life
of their new society.

Undoubtedly, in this process of mutual integration one must take into account the fact that
some cultura redlities are much more deeply rooted in the area or region, either because
they are more numerous or because they have been there longer. But in no case should this
mean the exclusion of the other redlitiesthat are present in the area.

if) Building social cohesion on community foundations

In the context of modern thinking, there is often a tendency to consider socia cohesion as
aredlity that is based on individuas and then managed by the state apparatus, especialy
ance the triumph of the ideas of the French Revolution, as has been pointed out by
Bertrand Badie (vid 4.d))

Nevertheless, in dl societies and in al eras, people have created networks of relationships
on the basis of often very different criteria, thereby creating very varied community ties.

With regards to immigrants, this means accepting their community dynamics not as
something exceptiona that is sooner or later destined to disappear for the good of a
supposed socia cohesion based on the individua, but as a fundamental element of this
socid cohesion. For once and for al, we must overcome these fears that the community
dimenson seems to indtil in certain people who see in it a threat of retrenchment in
identity, of gregarism or ghettoisation. It is this very community dimension that alows
peopleto redlly be what they are, much more than their citizen’s status.

iii) Thefight againg all formsof excluson

Although in economic boom periods, the host country view of immigrants as*job robbers’
weskens, the fact is that they mostly do jobs and tasks that nobody wants to do and more
often than not in very tough working conditions: exploitation, lack of any rights, amost
total impossibility of professona promotion, and so on. These conditions are the dements
that form the basis of socia excluson and economic inequality, which in turn lay the

foundations for racism and xenophobia.

Currently, there are no rea equal work opportunities for immigrants in comparison with

the rest of society, not even in vocationd training. The view of immigrants as basicaly
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“cheap labour” limits the possbilities for society as a whole to benefit from ther
professiond and intellectua capabilities. Without forgetting that the mechanisms of socia
excluson and work ingtability also affect a considerable proportion of the host society,
action must be taken o that the professona and intellectua competencies of immigrants
can be valued and placed at the service of the whole of society.

To achieve these objectives, action must be taken at different levels of each society, but first
and foremogt it is necessary to develop the right mindsets for true intercultural dialogue,

which we believe are the following:

i) Sdf-recognition

The populations of multicultural societies must recognise and accept that they live in a
context marked with the stamp of cultural diversity, far distant from both closed and
conservative monocultural worldviews and supposedly universdistic cosmopolitanism.
Taking this redity on board would lead, for example, to the recognition of religious
diversty as afesture of contemporary societies that is only going to increase. Some of the
immigrants children born in multicultural societies will take on their parents religion
(Mudims, Hindus, Buddhists, and so forth), but till consider themsalves members of the

societiesin which they live.

This intraculturd debate among dl those who consider themsalves members of any
multicultural society should be founded on a concept of diversty as difference and not as
inequality. At the end of the day, acceptance of difference does not consist in an act of
tolerance of the other, but in acknowledgement of them (both on the personal and the
community level) as a complete and contradictory redity (as we dl are), a bearer of
knowledge, of away of being and away of doing, thanks to which this individuad is what
heor sheis.

ii) Acknowledging

Building a just society that acknowledges its own cultural diversity demands the active
participation of al the groups that form part of it with no barriers. This in turn implies
recognising the importance of community networks and the legitimacy of sdf-fulfilment
on the basis of ones own criteria and not under the ingtitutional guardianship of the state.

34



The dichotomy of us and them (foreigners, immigrants, etc.) must be broken, because
maintaining it can only lead to confrontation and the different communities shutting

themsalves off from one another.

For this acknowledgement to be real and true, we need to move beyond this smplification
of immigrants, sometimes done with the best intentions, into one or more of the following
ideas (if not all three at the same time):

* Asaproblem that must be managed;
* Asaset of needsthat must be met;
* Asandement that must be integrated into society.

Undoubtedly, it istrue that immigrants

*  Present problems that must be managed as best as possible;
*  Present needs that must be met;

* Cannot remain at the margin of society.
But if we only take these redlities into account without bearing in mind that immigrants

*  Possess knowledge, away of being and ways of doing;
*  Possess numerous persona and community resources,

»  Can enrich society with their community dynamics,

We are limiting them to a “void that must be filled”, forgetting that above dl they are
actualy “a wedlth that must be discovered”**: not taking this on board will lead to the
degradation of immigrants and, at the end of the day, of society as a whole, because it
won't take advantage of &l the wedlth and skills of a consderable part of the population.
Overcoming thistunne vision that so limitsimmigrants requires:

* Abandoning a mercantilist interpretation (cost-benefit) to justify the presence of

immigrants,
*  Seding the presence of immigrants as a positive factor in changing society.
iif) Mutual acknowledgement

Prgudice and stereotyping can only redly be overcome if mutual acknowledgement is
developed, which will be the result of frank, open relations and diaogue, and thisis only

B These two expressions were coined along time ago by Robert Vachon, of the Institut Interculturel de Montréal.
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possible in a stuation of equality. Anybody can become a member of a multicultura
society, because there are no immigrant groups that are easier to integrate than others.

A negotiation and consensus-seeking process must be established between al the parties
involved. Inditutions must alter their criteria for acceptance and incluson and apply
criteria of co-operation and subsidiarity. We must no longer consder immigrants as a
group of people that must be helped, but as actors who are able to take responsbility and
to get involved at the same level asthe rest of the population. But one cannot demand the
same duties if they cannot exercise the same rights. Throughout this process, intercultural
conflict may arise, and this will have to be managed peacefully and creetively, to find
solutions that are not Ssmply imposed by the strongest party.

b) Plurinational and multiethnic states

We define plurinationa and multiethnic states as those that have been created to include
different regiona and/or ethnic groups within their borders*: groups that aready existed prior
to the creation of the state. Typically, the state has been crested under the driving force of one
of the country or ethnic groups that, to a greater or lesser extent, has imposed its own culture

on the rest of the countries or ethnic groups.

In the face of this subordination, the right to self-determination has typically been put forward
and demanded on the basis of the rationale modern-day western political culture. This right
implicitly includes the crestion of the political structures of a modern nation state, including the
condtitution of new independent states to ensure and facilitate this right. The intercultural
chalenge that is currently posed within the context of globalisation isthat of allowing this right
to self-determination of peoplesto be exercised without having to:

= Create a new nation state, which carries the risk of worsening the intercultural conflict to
be dedlt with even further;

= Develop the political structures of a nation state, be it independently or otherwise.

Thisrequirestaking two e ementsinto account when considering globalisation:

¥ The term “country or nation” istypically used to denote societies that subscribe to the western framework of
civilisations and the term “ ethnic group” to denote societies that do not subscribe to the western framework of
civilisation. Thus, peoples such as the Catalans, Basgues, Bretons, Scots, etc., are considered countries and the various
indigenous peopl es throughout the world as ethnic groups. The use made of these two conceptsin this document does
not presuppose the superiority or subordination of either of them.
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= Firdly, the existence of regiona and continental spheres that surpass the traditional nation
gate and in which the right to self-determination can be subscribed to without having to
become anew nation state.

= Secondly, the different cultura views that may be held by different peoples and ethnic
groups, especialy non-western ones, on how to exercise the right to self-determination.

The condderation of these two points can help to exercise thisright to self-determination, as an
instrument to protect and develop collective cultural identities without the need to create and
multiply new nation states.

) International co-operation and international relations

A third context in which interculturd conflicts and relations arise is that of international
relations, and more specifically North-South relations, within the framework of what is known
asinternational development co-operation.

As its very name indicates, the notion of development is what marks and defines these
relations, to the point at which it is used to divide humankind into developed countries and
developing countries.

Development as a concept and practice has been subjected to severe criticism on the basis of
the evident fact that its implementation, as a myth of a desrable and decent life, has been a
resounding disaster. The few one-off benefits that successive decades of development have
brought are counteracted by the enormous negative effects that have been generated, decade
after decade. The promise of economic globdisation as a new mobilisng myth will apparently
not change the sSituation to any great extent. The problem of the concept and practice of
development as aparadigm for agood, decent life essentially stems from two aspects:

» |t puts economic activity outside the rest of socid redlity, so that it becomes sdlf-
justifyingls, founding itsdf on the rationale of permanent and exponential economic
growth. From a development point of view, welfare can only be ensured through
economic growth, even if this growth does have its negative outputs.

» |t needs to widen its sphere of action, so that al the economic activity in the world Starts
on a development process, on the premise that development is intrinsic and in the very

% For example, some economic activities are not carried out in order to meet the needs or wishes of society, but
simply for the economic machine to work. The activity of certain sectorsis thus defended, such as for example the
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nature of al economy activity. Once one gets into the development perspective, it can put
up no spatial barriers, but has to absorb the economy on a world scae. The current
globalisation of economic activity is the result of the development logic that has been
emphasised over the last fifty years but that was started in the sixteenth century.

Since the end of World War 11, the notion of development has become the key concept for
defining human wefare. It is multipurpose term that encompasses numerous definitions, al of
which have anumber of basic festuresin common:

» Pre-eminence of rationd and rationalising thought;
= View of nature as an externa redlity separate from humankind and consequently nothing
more than aresource to exploit;

= A linear concept of time, leading to a historical and evolutionary approach to human redlity,

going from primitive man to modern, civilised man,

= Concept of welfare fundamentally based on the notion of wedlth, understood here as the
possession of materid goods

The vast mgjority of non-western, traditional cultures have quite different views of redlity.
Without aspiring to give an exhaudtive list or to consder them as a static whole, we can look at
some pointsthat they share:

= Mythical and symbolic thought is as important or more so than rationd and rationalising
thought;

= Natureisanintringc part of human redity;
= The concept of time and history are generdly circular and in no way evolutionary;
= The concept of wdfare includes non-material dimensions of redity, such as cosmic or

Spiritua aspects.

Bearing in mind that both the culture of development and other cultures all have their strong
and weak points, so none of them can be considered as the bearer of solutions to al the
problems currently faced by humankind, we need to establish an interculturd didogue
between the culture of development and other cultures.

construction industry, not because new houses are needed, but because otherwise, the economic system would fall into
acrisis. Ways are then found to persuade people to buy the new houses.
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However, this didlogue cannot overlook the fundamental difference with the development
culture, which is that it is intrindgcaly a culture of domination and imposition. Neither must
one forget the fact that it is not a question of integrating certain aspects of different cultures
into the culture of development to make it into some kind of cross-cultura myth and redlity,
but of establishing a deep dialogue between our respective views of the cosmos, of what is

human and what isdivine.
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