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I ntroduction

This thesis basically tries to methodically discassrent trends and patterns in intercultural
relations. In relation to this, it tries to see thain factors affecting the relationship between

cultures.

Furthermore, philosophical analysis of various disses related to this topic is one of the foci
of this paper. The historical relationship amondtwes shows that this relationship takes
different forms. On the one hand we have this teogén which some cultures dominate others.
On the other hand we see some cultures isolatemgklves from any strong relationship with

others. Moreover, we also have harmonious relatipssetween cultures.

This discussion of the current trends in interaaltuelations tries to see the power of cultures as
one of its themes. Furthermore, it tries to see Bome cultures come to acquire the current
power that they possess by looking at their diveserces and foundations in acting more

powerfully than others.

The overall attempt of this thesis is to show tlaedtical movement of the relationship of
cultures. This dialectics basically is about theuggle between two sides advocating two
different arguments. The first argument advocatemidgeneity. The path followed by the
advocates of this argument tries to express hugamifs single voice. In general, sameness
rather than diversity is given more credit. On tantrary, we have arguments advocating
diversity rather than sameness. The argument laghfiiom this side tries to affirm the diverse

voices in humanity.

Evaluating the theses and arguments of these s $6 based on some important discourses.
First, an attempt will be made to see the contiimst of some of the historical forces like
modernity, stories of the West, cultural globali@at and capitalism in pushing humanity to a
single form of life. In addition to this, these grals are taken as forces affecting intercultural
relations. This sameness is to be achieved byrgréise basic differences which are fundamental

in a given culture.
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On the other hand, postmodernism, cultural relstivihermeneutics, and multiculturalism are
used to show how an attempt is made to refute aegtsywhich are in favor of domination from

one side and, re-establish the notion of diveisityuman culture.

But, the discussion of the arguments of these tdessalone would not be sufficient for it leaves
us in the middle of nowhere. So, coming up with satiifferent alternative to the problems at
hand is mandatory. With regard to this, intercatyhilosophy, which is a new orientation in
philosophy, tries to overcome the limitations offbof these two sides while developing its own

unique position.

So, rather than limiting oneself to one’s domirtasrizon alone, intercultural philosophy depicts
how and what a just relationship of various cengtisuld be. However, some of the theses and
arguments coming from this side failed to see tatwéxtent that extra-philosophical factors
could affect the relationship among cultures. Hg\lms in mind, liberation philosophy, which is
mainly concerned about the liberation of the exetudnd oppressed majority, is used to show

the gap unfilled by the existing discourse of intdtural philosophy and relations.
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Chapter One

The Power of Cultures

Before proceeding into the discussion of the pav@ultures it would be appropriate to

briefly look into the discussions held on the idedhe concept of culture.
1.1. Whatis Culture?

As is agreed by a number of intellectuals of déferdisciplines culture is among the
most difficult terms or concepts to be attributedogmatic and single meaning. Despite
the controversies about what constitutes this teamnpus scholars from different schools
and disciplines attempted to develop a meaningttiet thought could connote culture.
This difficulty of defining culture in a certain was caused by the width of the scope
that it covers. Though this happens to be the cas&us thinkers developed their own
notion of culture. For instance, Zhu Majie indightehe British anthropologist Clyde
Kluckhohn defined culture as: “culture is that cdexpwhole which includes knowledge,
belief, art, law, moral, custom, and habits acqliby man as a member of a society”
(Yu, 2002:23)

For Clyde Kluckhohn, culture is a historically cesd system of survival types, dominant
or recessive, having tendencies shared by the wdrolgp or by some particular part in
certain period of time. Kluckhohn has tried to shbwat culture is in history and serves as
means of survival. | agree with Kluckhohn's notafrculture for it tries to be inclusive
of those elements of culture which we live by anel more important in our lives. The
discussion held in this chapter and other conseeuthapters will be based on
Kluckhohn's conception of culture.

Culture, Chris Jenks states, embraces a numbéermkats which enables it to be part of
both our everyday life and the academics. Talkibgua the role and place of culture

Jenks uses C. Geertz who argues:
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There is no such thing as human nature indeperafentlture. Men
without culture would not be the clever savage§ofding's Lord of
the flies thrown back upon the cruel wisdom of tlaiimal instincts;
nor would they be the nature’s noblemen of enlighent
primitivism or even, as classical anthropology vaouimply,

intrinsically talented apes who had somehow failed find

themselves. They would be unworkable monstrosiuigis very few
useful instincts, few recognizable sentiments, mmdntellect: mental
basket cases (Jenks, 1993:1)

In world history the late 8¢ and 18c were characterized by massive changes in
various aspects of life including: social, politicand personal life. Various movements
including industrialization, urbanization, and adees in technology echoed this idea of
progress. Social structures were less stable. Hsiability was mainly because of

proximities caused by urbanization and advancechsiebcommunication.

In its early sense culture merely shows the extgteaf man apart from the natural. For
Jenks, talking about culture is reaffirming theealty established uniqueness of
humankind. This uniqgueness among others is maadestrough a series of symbolic
representations. We experience the natural in f@rdiit way than other animals do.
Giving priority to the linguistic expression of oakperiences of the natural, we also try

to grasp and express it using other patterns dikstom, habit, convention and artifact.

Continuing his discussion of the genesis of theaidé culture, Jenks speaks of the
cultural as a cognitive category. So, culture cdagdunderstood as a general state of the
mind. The ideas of perfection, goal, individual ramrachievement and emancipation are
parts that a culture carries with it. It is alse tase that culture is viewed as whole way
of life of a people. So, culture is a social catgg&ulture, for Coleridge, according to
Jenks is, “a process, intangible but real in itsseguences, goal, an ideal and most of all

a condition of the mind in social life. (Jenks, 3957)
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Mclean states that etymologically the term cultisederived from the Latin term for
tilling or cultivating. So, culture seen from thierspective is more about the creative
potentials of human beings. Furthermore, this oreatdoes not limit its horizon to
producing cultural objects, but also takes paghaping the material, spiritual, economic

and political aspects of our lives.
1.2. The Power of Cultures

This idea of the power of cultures is related t® shiperiority and achievements of some
cultures as compared to others. In forwardingittes | simultaneously want to state that
I am familiar with arguments which totally opposesthierarchical ontology of cultures
for they are against comparison. But, still it iSa&t that we as human beings and
possessors of culture interact, communicate aridein€e each other. This in turn results
in borrowing, assimilation, acculturation and ad#ipnh of various values of other

cultures.

| argue that all cultures may not have somethingatp on every theme or topic we have
in other cultures. In other words experiences dathents of cultures may not be all the
same. In the time we are living in today it is e&syotice to what extent this power of
cultures extends. Basically this expansion of sonitires over the others has to do with
a number of reasons including the mode of prodocttbe mode of interaction, and

achievements and advances in science and technology

Along with this idea of the power of cultures whatan mention is that cultures could
take the front line or the lead either in some hadirt aspects or almost in all of their
aspects. Here | can state two cultures whose hoard power differs. Two cultures with

different power and horizons are the culture of WMest and the culture of the Asian
countries. Though the economic power of these tidessis not as such unequal, when
we see the power that they have and are exerdisinglation to intercultural relations

things are different. Despite their economic sttengou do not see Asian countries
trying to disseminate their own values. This | ks for two major reasons. The first one

is Asian cultures are partially free from the irdieem of dominating others. Second, the
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system, capitalism has forced their economy to yredfor the satisfaction of the
provoked desire. They are forced to produce jehblilss shoes or any other materials.
However, they have maintained their cultures andes But, this does not mean that
they are free of any influence of the West. Whermrtdines to the West apart from
maintaining its values, it tried to disseminatenthecross the world. In relation to this, we
can state that the capitalist structure and moderofluction has created conducive
environment for such domination by the West. Whkatue for the West contrary to the
East is that it is expansive.

The western cultures guided by the Anglo-Americalugs today are more powerful than
others in terms of disseminating its values tortbe-western world, except some cases.
The exception we have here represents the partiatigessful efforts of some Asian and

Arab cultures in maintaining their values and autu

Western and developed nations have well establigitedomic institutions which are
one of their foundations in assisting the dissetionaof their values. Even when it
comes to politics, though challenged by some nosteve countries of equivalent
position, still there we can see the various irgations and intrusions of the West in the

international political arena.

However, this does not imply the triumph of the Wesall aspects of culture. This idea
of the power of cultures which is the result of doenparison we make is not blind to the
idea that there we still have incommensurable dspecof cultures. This
incommensurability could emanate from factors likeguage, history and differences in
values. It is true that what cultures could anda@owt speak about could be the source of
their power. For instance western culture conttaryaditional African culture can speak
about science. If it is given the chance (not sepged) traditional African culture can

speak about traditional medicine, but not moderarnse.

Despite its perennial domination, western cultuae faced and is facing both successful
and unsuccessful challenges. Since the West assignéself the role of civilizing

others, it was with less challenge that it exertig® power over others. Such exercise of
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power and imposition of one’s own values is madsspie based on both what it
achieved and what it fabricated. i.e. stories. Ohthe ways to look to this exercise of
power of the West could be by tracing it back t@ af the biggest events in human

history, which is colonialism.

As a result of some relative advances in econoraltigs and so on, the western world
gave itself this mission of civilizing others usirgnyy means available. This idea of
colonizing others was corroborated by various gifierdisciplines. In connection to the
prevalence of colonialism on the Continent, thatAfrica, and the compulsion and
imposition of values of the West by making the pgedpave their own values gave birth
to two camps. One fought fiercely to avoid all veestculture while resisting exploitation
and oppression of colonialism; the other dreamedbaihg white accepting his/her

inferiority and backwardness.

Yu Xintian contends that, the western society wagky for it did not pass through such a
dilemma. They were unlucky, for it is difficult fahem to understand the greatness in
many cultures of the world. Though it may not hfdfew situations for that is not how

we live and the relationship between cultures wtrk, West is blamed of not being open
to others or as lacking the readiness to learn fodhers. Beside such weakness, Yu
states, the West labels any resistance to its sahrel standards as a revival of
nationalism. Those who say no to the West aredliage“nationalists” and stormed with

condemnation. It is based on such a claim that sechelars argue the West has still

continued its domination with a different strategy.

Advocating a similar position Tsenay Serequebeidrah Emmanuel Eze argue, despite
the physical liberation, we are still in a peridcheo-colonialism. In many ways the West
still continued its inconspicuous exploitation amgbosition. Contrary to this exploitation

and imposition, if we are to talk of any meaningfelsistance to western cultural

hegemony we can refer to the experience of somanAiuntries.
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Though some western scholars denied the cultuableg these people, especially
Confucianism, as incapable of catalyzing develogme&hat happened was the reverse.
“The Confucian values, which had been criticizedtl® past, were universally re

cognized as an inherent driving force in this neangh.”(Yu, 2002:15)

According to Guo Jiemin China's success in bugdisocialism with Chinese
characteristics and values have shown that theretisnly one recipe for modernization.
Furthermore, the economic triumph of East Asian 8nodth East Asian countries made
them confident in their cultures, for their cultiseone of the reasons for their success.
Having this in mind, Jiemin says, thinking of westeultural values as the only choice

available for the whole of mankind is unrealistinscientific and unreasonable.

With regard to this idea of the power of cultunes, can also speak of the struggle among
cultures. In this struggle to maintain one's owtuga and supersede other cultures,
cultures use different mechanisms. According to esmoholars, western politicians
considered the issue of human rights as one of tlsephisticated weapons” in the
process of expanding their sphere of influenceawey. Echoing this idea Deng Xiaping
stated, “... their talk about human rights, freedoma @emocracy is designed only to
safeguard the interest of the strong, rich cousittiéhich take advantage of their strength
to bully weak countries, and which pursue hegemamy practice power politics.” (Yu,
2002: 29)

Talking about this notion of the power of culturZsu Majie states that the western
civilization, as compared to others, is currentlyjoging a considerable amount of
dominance. | agree with Majie and I think this doarice is not something that happened
in a vacuum. Though power is not always dominaiimgts character, any kind of
dominance requires some sort of power. This powetdchave different sources and

could be maintained by various strategies.

Zhu in his discussion about western civilizatiottlote tried to spell out what
characterizes it most. Primarily, designating agueiposition to itself the West tried to

compose a music which everyone should listen taneSwvestern thinkers by making
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themselves blind to the truths, knowledge and megal the world of the other declared
that there is only one world. | argue this impagitiis not entirely the result of an
ignorance of the others™ world, but it also is @by a wrong perception of the other
and oneself. Perceiving oneself as the only sup@aaver may provide us a wrongly
justified moral ground to instruct others. In @artimes this self nomination was well
exercised with the mask of Christianity. Various\goests were made in the name of a
“God” who likes freedom. Additionally individualisnfreedom, and morality could also
be mentioned as central to the western civilizatiolture.

This dominance of the western culture over othacsprding to Yu, has dual effects.
Above all it destroyed most of the original valuesstoms and traditions of the natives
and tried to give its own values in return. Thiplaeement of the original culture by the
imposed one is a reflection of the way the Westpsriseived its superiority, and the
difference of the other.

However, as a result of the dissemination of varitheories, ideologies and values the
colonized were able to criticize the drawbackshef pre-colonial period. So, it is on this
basis that some contend that the West served a®rfignious historical tool” in giving

the driving force for modernization.

The difference in power of cultures is not accidémather it has its own independent
causes. After the end of the "Cold War’ the corteiion between the blocks (i.e. East
and West) was passive and the competition in arms mot as it were. A country's
strength is no longer determined only by politieald military power. This being the
case, culture began to enjoy a crucial positiordétermining a country's strength or
weakness. It was after this that countries beganaee along this line in order to achieve

a power, which they might not achieve through pritstruggle and military force.

In order to make my argument more persuasive thamelpnassertive | have tried to see
how the West came to acquire its current positigingivarious mechanisms. Modernity,

the constructs of the West about itself and othewlural globalization and the role of
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capitalism in shaping cultures are topics to bdtde#h in this regard. This is because in

one way or the other they have sustained the hegeofdhe West over the rest.
1.3. The Foundations of Western Cultural Hegemony

Guo Jiemin equates cultural power with culturaldragny or cultural imperialism. “By
cultural imperialism Jiemin wants to signify impdseultural values between states and
ethnic groups.”(Yu, 2002:66)

Dealing with the foundations of western culturalveo is a task to be done based on
different grounds. As a result of the cultural ggie between various cultures, western
culture, as part of this struggle, in some wayates first to expand itself throughout the
world and then after achieving this position ofrigea leader, it wanted to maintain and

sustain this position of being a chauvinist messiah

Except for some historical events like colonialiswhich basically lasted for about a
couple of centuries, the intension of the West amihate others is not direct. Rather
different historical developments and forces susi@ithe cultural hegemony of the West.
Despite recent consciousness that struggles amdhges should not always end up in
subordination of some to others, it has been sfategears that some cultures are in fact

superior and triumphant, so that they should béaited.

For the reason that direct intrusion was not viaéspecially after the end of the colonial
era, it could be argued that, the West has pursaedus strategies and instruments
which could possibly help the persistence of ifsural hegemony over others. In relation
to this, there is this debate whether the Westthad to intentionally impose itself or

universalize its particulars. In relation to thigament | can state a couple of points.
First, it is true that there were and are thinkeh® thought that the West is superior to
the rest. The physical anthropology of Emmanuel tkamd the discourses of George
Wilhelm Fredrick Hegel could be examples for tHtsien some think that the best of
humanity is almost achieved in the West. Howe\res, dupremacy of the West should not
be asserted in a way that it dehumanizes and reetfaebeing of others. It is true that
the West primarily develops different elements tsf awn culture to promote its own
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better survival. But, it is undeniable that theksments of western culture were and are
used to assert western supremacy. Furthermoréotileand radical critique of all those
instruments that sustained the West's leading ipaswould be unfair, for there were

actually some benefits gained from these events.

It should not be denied that non-western people h#s/e their own history, language,
and culture. It is not only western medicine thiaddd be appreciated but also Asian,

African, Latin American and others.

Furthermore, it is true that, apart from assertimg supremacy of the West at a level of
discourse, there were a number of historical dgreknts and forces that pushed
humanity to sameness. We cannot argue that ther@ @y intension of imposing one’s
own values (western values). But, the intensiorthelse historical forces is weak as

compared to the intension of various discoursesigaauch intension.

Historical developments and forces by intruding amaking themselves part of the way
of living of the non-western societies has puslingsl part of humanity to sameness rather
than difference. It is against this thesis thatiowes strategies of resistance were

developed by others.

Meanwhile, if we are to speak of any of these ferakassimilation we must mention the
enlightenment, modernity, capitalism, globalizatiand western fabricated discourses of
European history. All these events may not be edlainly to cultural hegemony, but in

one way or another they part of it.
1.3.1.The Constructs of the West

The task of laying down the foundation for a wronglstified dehumanization and
subjugation of the non-westerners is given prioirityhe overall process of constructing
western supremacy. The wholesale denial of westelhevements and successes would
by itself be a blind judgment. The point, howevsrto question, as a number of scholars
including Messay Kebede, Sophie Bessis and otlggeeawhether the given self image

of the West is an authentic one.
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Messay talking about how the West constructed sofmime “truths’ about itself and

others reveals, that it was first necessary foiligte man to believe lies about himself
before labeling the rest as semi-human. Accortinlessay, one of the scholars to be
mentioned for such characterization of the non-garaspart of humanity as semi-human

is the French ethnologist Lucien Levy Bruhl.

In his discourse, Bruhl formulated these categooiespre-logical” and ‘logical’. This
distinction of Bruhl contributed or has been use@dasis to justify colonialism. Messay
is critical about the way Bruhl developed such atrpd of the African. Rather than
acknowledging difference or attempting to descobigers as different, Bruhl used their
difference as a ground to dehumanize them. Messakeptical about the given self
image of the White man. He firmly believes thatstlis where our inquiry into the

characterization of the rest by the West shouldrbeg

For Messay, it is wrong to give the tag ratiofak someone who exclusively claims
rationality. To construct a safe ground for hisirols Bruhl fetched African inferiority
from its difference from the West than its immatyriBut, sometimes Bruhl also talks

about a difference in the stage of societal deveky.

Declaring its uniqueness, the West exposes thagitten self image is also the result of
its own invention. This becomes very clear in tlterapt to reduce, if not eliminate, the

influence of irrational and mystic thinking in tesrof their self image.

However, Messay argues, such picture of the Whéa is a distorted one, for that really
is not what history in its various aspects tells As an instance, Messay mentions the
Bible and the ordinary beliefs of the White man.iAshe case of non-western societies,
the White man too believes in a number of mythgha Bible, and he also believes in
dreams. In this regard Messay states that, Signkwadd who is the child of western
intellectual history, rather than rejecting dreartreed to give them scientific

interpretation.
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Contrary to this attempted exclusion of any irmadib elements of thought from its
history, Messay, alongside Fredrick Nietzsche aradl Karx, argues that it is with

acknowledgement of irrationality that rationalitgdins.

Proceeding with his polemics Messay states thaygh submission to the principle of
non-contradiction has been taken as a criteriogoofect thinking, we can mention a
number of thinkers in the history of western philpisy who developed their philosophies
without taking into account the principle of nomt@diction. Among others Messay
began with Heraclitus, who argued, “the path up dadn is one and the same”. Not
only Heraclitus, Messay says, even Plato talkinguathe world of ideas used mystic
thinking. In general western idealism is highlyreunded by mystic notions in its overall
attempt to lay down the ground for its discoursboye all, it is the inflexible denial of

irrationality that entitles us to speak about thention of the White man.

In an attempt to falsify this claim that westermking is free of irrational elements of
thought while the rest is totally incapable of eatl thinking, Messay asks, how a group
could stay alive without being able to manage etations with the environment it lives
in. This management of one's relationship to therenment requires knowledge of the
laws of nature and other various laws. Some schokgue Bruhl's failure to
acknowledge this fact was on purpose, primarilyalge it contradicts the exclusive

possession of rationality by the West.

A number of thinkers including Hegel and Kant cleéeazed the non-western part of
human society as incapable of rational thinking aalklistorical. Despite such
controversial assertions concerning non-westermeses inferiority by a number of
western thinkers, there were also thinkers whaedtttie reverse. Jean Jacques Rousseau
who is from the same continent, that is, EuropdékerKant and Hegel, contends that the
primitives are free from the contamination of véimowledge. Rousseau's premise in
defending the primitives is that nature created &mrbeings good so that the march to
perfection and the desired end is possible byrggettioser to nature. The goodness of
primitive people is not the result of childlike meence but is the result of constructive

understanding that the best way of life is the thag listens to nature.
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With the purpose of both defending the excludedeiotand showing how the West
established itself over the rest, Sophie Bessi©idn book Western Supremacy: the
triumph of idea? ~ States, the advance in secular type of thouglkeitain way became
less favorable ground to justify the western defreconquest. This was mainly due to
the reason that, in earlier days, religious stoviese used to manipulate others. For
hundreds of years religious arguments were usadasans of subjugation. Later science
began to take over from the old enlightenment prgpbiBessis adds {8 physical
anthropology brought with it the birth of moderrciem. Superiority was simple to
define. Whiteness alone was enough to justify witwaaces in science, technology, and

politics happened.

Though the Greeks themselves witnessed how anch&b extent they were influenced
by Egyptian wisdom in developing their thoughts,nmaistorians of the West failed to
consider this fact. This is primarily due to thentadiction they would fall into, if they

accepted that Egyptian civilization had influendbd thoughts of Greek thinkers and
philosophers. Accepting the thesis that Egypt s tlenter for European philosophy

refutes the argument that Greece is the centeuadean philosophy. Bessis says:

“By ‘relocating” ancient Egypt, western historiaghy achieved two
aims: it permanently deprived sub-Saharan Africghefpossibility of
being in the world as part of its recognized higt@nd it appropriated
Egyptian civilization (too close and too signifitadn be wholly alien
to the European spirit), by making it a civilizatioof the

Mediterranean mare nostrum of the Greeks and Rai(Bassis,

2003:31)

Showing how Europeans attempted to construct thailitative difference from the non-
western people, Bessis wrote: “ purity of bloodsie and natural selection of the white
Christian male, the old need to justify enslavena@ntark-skinned peoples, laborious
efforts to legitimate exploitation, segregation agldnination: all this was somehow

sublimated in the dogma of biological determinigBéssis, 2003:31)
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By being reluctant to a retrospective identity #dightenment sought the best in the
future. Though it set the best of itself for itselfailed to let others have their own best.
In its approach it really was moving to teach wieslly is worthy and true, assuming

that it exclusively possesses it.

In general, such stories of the West about itsaif @thers resulted in this conception of
the West as superior to the rest. It even made sth@s to accept that they are inferior.
But, they are inferior not because they lack somgttvorthy for themselves but because
they are not the same as the West, who claimed thate is one path of human
development. Difference of the other from the otisetaken as a ground to justify the

sub-humanity of the other.

1.3.2.Modernity’'s Role and Place Vis-a-vis Non-Western
Cultures (Others)

Modernism is one of the most important developmentsistory. It is construed in
different ways by different thinkers. Different sdars from various disciplines tried to
argue for various indicators of this period. Soaentify modernity with the beginning of
the renaissance. Others relate it with the indaisteivolution. For still others, modernity
began with the enlightenment. In general the markef this period are very
controversial. This in turn has resulted in mudtipinderstandings and interpretations of
this period. Some contend that the term modernisfars to a period, style or the
combination of both.

According to Peter Childs, who is one of the wédtidguished scholars of the discourse
of modernity, modernisms portrait has been domahdte white, male , heterosexist,
Euro-American, middle class components. Any of thallenges to these established
narratives brought into display the plurality thatthere in the modern period. The
challenges to the narratives of modernity brougito ilight multiple voices. In other

words ignoring and making oneself blind to the emgs diversity was implausible. In

most of its dimensions modernity made assertionglwtvere severely criticized as a

result of its weakly established justifications.td?eChilds contends that, though
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modernity is characterized as Euro-American thatlyevas not the case. Especially
when it comes to art we see other artistic tradgigiving their breath to the fading
western art. “Modernity is both the culmination thie past and the harbinger of the
future, pinpointing a moment of potential breakdownsocio-cultural relations and

aesthetic representations.” (Childs, 2000:16)

Among the major points that could be said of thentenodernity one would be its
imprecise essence. For some, modernity is attaithdte great scientific movements by
Galileo Galilei, Gottfried Wilhelm Leibniz, and Remescartes. The enlightenment as an
intellectual movement brought reason as a key éoptoblems of humanity and any

possible advance in the future. Some identified piwint as the beginning of modernity.

Albeit represented as a universal emancipatoryefdhe critique of modernity says,
modernity is a refined and reformed mechanism cflamng and controlling people.
Contrary to this Jurgen Habermas says modernitg {@oject of the enlightenment
thinkers based in notions of objective scienceyensial morality and law, and aiming at
rational organization of everyday life. He arguleattmodernity is an unfinished project

which tries to redefine itself through various arstes.

Disagreeing with Habermas's claim, others argupdrtdrom material benefits gained
from modern science and reason, modernity failech&ntain individual autonomy or
knowledge of oneself. According to some scholat)ar than being listener modernity

was working to universalize its particulars in treme of rationality, science and so on.

Meanwhile, the crisis that happened as a resuthefFirst World War was unexpected.
The invention of various weapons, the presenceilifany casualties, and the death of
five million civilians were all consequences of thear. This made people to be

pessimistic about modern rationality which wasatae to surpass all these horrors.

Most people agree that modernism began from the 18t and came to lose its
influence in the mid 20c. Most of the modernist literature written arouhi$ period was

discarded for they do not fit into the new essewicthe later coming features of modern
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literature. This aspect of modern literature rea#éelcon themes like radical aesthetics,

technical experimentation, and skepticism.

Modernism can also be seen as a response of atidtsvriters to various issues like
industrialization, urbanization and shifts in scdenand technology and to new

philosophical notions.

In Europe the 1€ experienced a considerable amount of clarity elation to the

existing models of the individual and the sociahisT was mainly due to various
reinterpretations developed by some prominent thskke Karl Marx, Sigmund Freud
and Charles Darwin. These thinkers revolutionizdee tprevailing model and

understandings of the individual, the social aredrthtural.

The other possible way of understanding moderngsim terms of its exclusions and its
critical reformulations. Modernism is accused ahlgeEuro- centric. But, it has also been
perceived as a move against mass culture and featiom, which in turn is affirmation

of patriarchy. Some contend that, though moderrni&gan with exclusion of certain
groups from the ongoing interaction within it, lata this problem is partially solved by

redefining its various components.

What is unique to modernity is that it questiongdrgthing, every value ascription. Let
alone others even religious truths were subjectdson and scientific inquiry. Any claim
to truth is expected to be justified by reason amdience. But, some asked what the
ground is for the ground of reason and evidence.Habermas, modernism has always
been self-critical movement. It is highly charated by self doubt. Meanwhile,
postmodernism for him is little more than that s#dtibt, with a new tag. According to
Habermas, a modernist can be characterized in tefiie priority and privilege it fully

gave to the values in European enlightenment.
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The American cultural critic Marshal Berman statieat modernity is a period of the

new. Additionally modernity is:

“...to find ourselves in an environment that promises adventure,
power, joy, growth, transformation of ourselves #mel world- and, at
the same time, that threatens to destroy everythabave, everything
we know, everything we are... it pours us into a msiaem of

perpetual disintegration and renewal, of strugglé contradiction , of

ambiguity and anguish....” (Berman in Malpas, 200%:46

According to some scholars this equation of modgmith the new, the rapid, and the
inevitable and continual change is problematic.hSaiclaim is open to many questions.

In relation to this, they ask, can we imagine atimthout change?

Simon Malpas in his booklhe Postmodern (2005), states whichever our choice is from
the given characterizations of modernity, moderdity not cease to be a period echoing
continuous change. Fredrick Jameson supportingviéig argues that modernity is not a
concept but a narrative category. So the varioasaderizations of modernity are part of

it, describing changes in various spheres of fééing the standard.

Narratives of modernity could originate from vamosources. Having said this Jean
Francois Lyotard and Fredric Jameson argue thesgces could be religious,
philosophical, or political. For instance, they sdgok the way capitalists portray
modernity; industrial revolution alongside its ceqaences including material wealth and
the ability to choose the life style one preferws sgen as markers of modernity. However,

the socialist version of modernity is not the samté this one.

Habermas in his account of modernity follows MafrdBarman’s notion of modernity,
that is, an era of continual change and the newdevtuty is a period which had opened
itself for the newness of the future. In his essaydernity: an unfinished project

Habermas characterized modernity as a:
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separation of substantive of reason, formerly esgwé in religious or
metaphysical world views into three moments, nowatde of being
connected only formally with one another... in so darworldviews
have disintegrated and their traditional probleragehbeen separated
under perspectives of truth, normative rightnessd aathenticity or
beauty, and can now be treated as questions oflkdge, justice, or
taste respectively, there arises in the moderrogexidifferentiation of
value spheres of science and knowledge of moraitg of art.
(Malpas, 2005:52)

According to Malpas, Habermas in the above quatatsoshowing the bifurcation of
number of things from the religious mythologies e¥hused to explain versatile events.
This is mainly due to the development of sciendific and logically justifying accounts

of human existence.

This rejection of the mythical in turn resultedr@jection of the idea of eternal truths and
transcendental structures. Rather than a reliamcesuzh notions, analysis based on

historical development and progress towards thiebevertook the place.

Habermas underlines that it is Hegel who shouldegarded as the first philosopher to
develop a clear conception of modernity. Showing liwis is the case, Habermas quotes
Hegel's idea from the preface of the "Phenomenaobddlye Spirit. - Hegel writes:

Our time is a birth and transition to a new peridde spirit has broken
with what was hitherto the world of its existence amagination and is
about to submerge all this in the past: it is atkagiving itself a new
form... [F]rivolity as well as the boredom that opgmin establishment
and the indeterminate apprehension of somethingnawk are
harbingers of a forthcoming change. The graduaimbiing... is
interrupted by the break of day that like lightniradi at once reveals
the edifice of the new world. (Malpas, 2005:53)
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In spite of its positive contributions modernityr falmost all parts of the non-western
world sustained the previously existing hegemohwsd are to talk of modernity in terms

of its markers, industrialization and advancesdiersce and technology are on the front
line to be mentioned. These events which spedficainerged in the West have not
limited themselves only to the European continBaspite few attempts of the West to
establish few industries in the colony lands, indakzation on a large scale was not
there in Africa during the colonial period. Thouglot the industry Africans were

expected to use some products of the industry.

Among the major events which intensified capitalisnaustrialization and advances in
communication technology are the crucial ones. Miynphere is that, the West, as it has
been argued by a number of scholars nominated gsebs to impose what it likes

without the will of the recipients.

This imposition is multifaceted. Those differenusmes of modern narratives including:
religion, philosophy, politics, and economics wéhe areas used in this imposition.
Modernity, though aimed at emancipation and moeedom, it at the same time made
the non-western part of human society unfree byosig what it thought is “important”

for everyone.

Epistemologically speaking, the non-westerners &yythg their own ways of knowing
were expected to employ European reason as thersaas of knowing and controlling
the natural and human world. Every truth claim igpmosed to be freed from any
mythical and mystical justifications. Comprehenskrowledge of both the natural and
human world is to be conveyed by science aloneth@&i$e declarations of the West were

entirely against the diverse ways of comprehentheguniverse we live in.

Jan Aart Scholte in connection to this contendgirmeng from ancient times we can find
a number of instances of rationality including: .tdaosm, anthropocentrism, scientism
and instrumentalism. According to Scholte, it iightenment’s rationality that excluded
other forms of knowing. The enlightenment movemsmatched the license of other

forms knowing, and gave the entire authority amgitimacy to reason in general and
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European reason in particular. As a movement guiljerteason and science, modernity
failed to see that others could also have their ;yason for what they think/thought. So

modernity in this respect failed to move from appeae to reality.

When it comes to economical matters, driven bydagitalist mode of production the
West was highly engaged in expanding structurespatile with such mode of
production. Different outputs of the industry wewell disseminated across the world
using modern means of transportation and commuaicaiNot only material goods but
also ideas were among the important things whichevdésseminated. The meaning of
life, the best political system, the standard &, land in general what to be modern has

already been defined by the West, so that othetddaadso follow it.

After having questioned every value claim and evdaym to knowledge, modernity in
the West has tried to free itself from any unjustifclaim. After having reached what it
thought is the result of science, reason and eemledispersed this unfinished and
pathogenic truth to the rest or non-western worlie West by imposing all these stuffs
of its own is totally denying that the rest of huritg has its own way of value ascription
as apt to life, its own way of knowing and its oway of being. That is why modernity is
mentioned as a paradigmatic example of expansingisa. Though this is not all what
modernity is, but in the context of what is men&gdrabove, modernity as some scholars
say is chauvinist than liberationist.

In addition to all what has been said above, logkimto some non-western cultures
which really are resistant to the Euro-centric glehthe modern period would make my
discussion fair. Despite the persistent effortthef West to disperse its values across the

world, some Asian countries were so impolite t@.thi

This achievement of Asian countries, | think, tongoextent shows our (African) failure
in sorting out what really is important and ourbitdy to debunk the claims of the West.
Yu says: “the West once sharply criticized the tauacy” and “centralization” of south
Korea, Singapore, and China’s Taiwan but thesetdearand regions ensured economic

prosperity and promoted market development. On diwetrary the economy of the
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Philippines whose political system was most simitathe US long was stagnant.” (Yu,
2002: 17)

1.3.3.Cultural Globalization and Non-Western Cultures

Though globalization is not a recent phenomenonnigsnsification varies in different
periods and social structures. Globalization is episode in the historical continuum of
human history. | think globalization is among thang processes in human history. As a
result of its relation to most aspects of our liteseeds to be examined critically. As a
multidimensional event it affects almost all aspecot our existential situation either

negatively or positively.

Despite all these facts what is of much worth herés interaction and relation with
culture and cultural units. Generally speaking, mvhe comes to this idea of the
relationship between cultures and globalizationwdtural globalization there we come to
some well identified polemics which advocate difetrtrains of thought. A number of
scholars from different disciplines argue that glatation in its current form has

contributed for the formation of a cosmopolitan couamity.

Showing how this really is the case Scholte usethémy Giddens who contends that,
with globalization humankind in some respects bezprfwe”, facing problems and

opportunities where there are no “others”. Yest ih¢éhe case, but this may not extend to
every aspect of our lives. Despite such commonaiitiacing grief and pleasure, there

are also particularities which are out of such mwvirenment.

Continuing his contention Scholte states that, ajntire major expressions of these
cosmopolitanism different international relief attes, transworld human rights
movements can be mentioned. Furthermore, globa@lizat increased cosmopolitan

impulse lies in environmentalism.

All this being the case when it specifically conteshe issue of culture, we come to this
notion of hybridization. A hybrid identity, Scholstates, draws from several different

sources so that no single marker holds clear ansgistent primacy over others.
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Scholte emphasized that this idea of hybridizatsomot a new event. In earlier times too,
people were part of and practice collective idexgitShowing the tendencies in the blend

of cultures Scholte states:

A Fijian citizen of Indian descent works in Par@r fa US based
accountancy firm: who is she? What collective idgrdo we ascribe
to the computer programmer (sitting beside me oflight from
Chicago to London) who moves between South Afridégstern
Europe and North America, having no fixed addressraever staying
in any country for more than a fortnight? What de wake of
prostitutes from Africa lining Tverskaya Street, 8¢ow, dressed in
traditional Russian costume that hardly any locaul today wear?
(Scholte, 2000:181)

| think the problem with characterizing globalizationly as facilitating cosmopolitanism
or hybridization is that it would be one sided. Buwbaracterization takes only selected
instances which support the fact that it intendségnify. However, this simply is what
could be characterized as the suppressed evidatiaeyf and is not the genuine image
of globalization or cultural globalization.

Cultural globalization in its current form accordito a number of scholars is leading to
homogeneity or sameness rather than heteroget#apal culture which is to emanate
from cultural globalization would be a culture thiatludes the footprints of only a few
rather than the experiences of most cultures. Thetewn culture which really is a

particular culture, by denying its particularityusites itself on the top of others.

Although some argued that interdependence, diffuaitd flows are the main features of
the world, Eghosa E.Osaghae says, this by itsefibisa guarantee that there is equal
exchange or mutuality. He emphasized the need éstgqun which side of the world is

engaged in producing and which at receiving thes®us structures, trends, patterns and

processes.
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Cultural globalization is about the intensificatiand movement of cultural values all
over the world. Manfred states that, despite quic&nges of a number of things as a
result of modernity, expansive civilizational exogas are much older than modernity.
Taking into account the current interaction betwesittures within the horizon of

globalization scholars argue that we are headingitds homogeneity.

A group of commentors called "pessimistic hyperglaers™ strongly contend that, we
are not moving towards an all inclusive type oftaxd which really embraces other's
experience. Rather guided by the cultures of thet\#e are moving to a situation where
we are to end with sameness. Despite few successfuhpts to resist this homogenizing
force of the Anglo-American values and consumer dgoatheir movement seems

unstoppable.

Benjamin Barber who is one of the pessimistic hglodralizers argues that, this attempt
to colonize and impose one's own values on othessoges cultural and political
resistance. In support of his claim Barber prestrsconfrontation between MacWorld,
which he thought is a product of a superficial Aicam popular culture assembled in
1950's and 60's, driven by expansionist commeintakests; and the rejection of this
homogenizing force by the jihadists and jihad. H&arsays “Fuelled by opposing
universal aspirations, jihad and MacWorld are lacke a bitter cultural struggle for
popular allegiance” (Steger, 2003:73).

Though this happens to the case Barber contends libth sides basically reflect
elements of undemocratic participation for they alyuoverride civil liberties, thus
jeopardize a global democratic development.

Unlike the pessimistic hyperglobalizers, optimigtiperglobalizers took homogeneity as
something good. Among others Francis Fukuyama &dde expansion of Anglo-
American values as something good. This is mairdgabse this expansion is the
expansion of democracy and free market. PeopleRieald Robertson refraining from
both sides tell us that cultural globalization vefid up neither in sameness nor difference
rather in hybridization.

22| Page



Scholars dealing with the changes in areas of ®ilttade language one of their foci. In
connection to this, they underlined the existingndation of a few languages in
international communication. In addition to thishslars have tried to statistically show
the decline in the number of languages and alseedrthat this should not be where we
should end up.

Despite fast changes in our cultures, | think, wieadple could learn about other's culture
has increased as a result of the increased inteectedness. But, the problem that we
could possibly have at this point is that this kiexige might not be very deep. They may
not know how that culture came into being and wieatures it has. | think it is this

superficial understanding of the other's culturat ttauses some troubles and conflicts

both with the other, and even when we try to impod use the other's culture.
1.3.4.Capitalism Portrayed Picture of Cultures

Scholte using Marx argued capitalism has an essaho®ssing and crushing borders in
search of markets in which it could function. Adalially, it would be more difficult to

see a transworld link without a room for capitalism

It is an obvious fact that different modes of praitan, different social structures and
organizations result in different cultures. As @shbeen stated in history human beings
who lead their lives by hunting and gathering liwéthple and unsettled life as compared
to life in today's globalized world.

In comparison to their past, human beings todayliairegy in an environment which is
intertwined more than ever before. So, every peisod makeup of what it entertains.

This provides the ground for the difference betweernods in history.

A culture in a predominantly feudal society is fre different from the culture in a
capitalist or communist society. So, the horizorthimi which we live, or to use
Heidegger's term we are thrown into, strongly dffdbe way our culture and cultural

units are brought and function.
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Capitalism as the dominant paradigm of the daystrasgly influenced or molds culture.
Capitalism, Scholte says: “is a structure of prdiduc where economic activity is
oriented first and foremost to the accumulationsafplus” (Scholte, 2000:96). He
continues saying, it is all about a question ofetithat education, housing, and social
insurance, like agriculture, mining and transpoit be ways of accumulating capital. |
think, let alone other nations where capitalism thasrished and is at its zenith, we are
observing the commodification of the above stateidgs here in Ethiopia too. By
commodification | am referring to the situationwhich things which were not part of
the market system and structure are brought irgosyfstem, and they are made part of
the business interaction.

Modernity as an aspiration is based in the idea bétter life. Though it cannot provide
by itself the materially defined idea of the godd,Iwith no effort it appealed to its big
brother capitalism. So, once the definition of waahodern and good life has been laid

down the next step will be all about fulfilling tipeovoked desire.

In the previous part of my discussion | have raibedv the non-material aspect of
modernity tried to impose itself upon others. Rute should not totally separate the non-
material aspect from the material one. For instaknewledge of designing has to do
with how to design and fabricate an attractivelclé&tnowledge of modern medicine has
to do with how to produce this medicine, and alsovs others that you are an expert of

such things.

In terms of its expansion we may not see the saptarps of capitalism in all places.
However, it is stated by a number of scholars dzgitalism has expanded in the"20
more than ever before. Today most people thinkIssrpccumulation as something
‘natural” or obvious and are in a difficulty of igmaing other alternative modes of
production. One of the very powerful ways that ta@m used to expand more is the
production and distribution of goods and servic€his production and especially
distribution of goods and services is not a meeneto be seen carelessly. Look at many
of the things we use in our day to day life. Thetlobs we wear, the television sets we

buy, the brand perfumes we use, and the cell phaedsuy and so on. All these are not
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just simply commodities but they strongly functiorour lives and even direct it. Is it not
the case that the clothes we put on, what we wadhe television and so on in one way
or the other is affecting our culture or are n&ytimaking us to leave our values without

being critical?

Wearing jeans, putting on a Nike shoes, using BBy cell phones, they may be good
because they are comfortable. But, are not theyndgakis from where we are to
somewhere else. Who are we? Of course someoneansy and say, what is wrong with
doing all these things? Because, in the first pladéure is dynamic and also cultures
cannot be independent and pure. So, hybridizatanevitable. This is true, but the point
is, are we really conscious of what is going on® Aour choice of such things critical

or even could it be?

Having all these ideas in mind what could be natieasily from what is going on is that,
the Western world is moving to fulfill its conceptly defined values and standards
through material fulfillment by capitalism. So, ansituation where we are not conscious

of such things we are heading to one form of life.

That is to mean, even if this is what the Westrid& by being critical of such matters we
can at least minimize though not eliminate an intposwhich leads to both forced and
unforced carelessness towards our values. Are notimber of Hollywood movies
strictly challenging Ethiopian values? Think of Bihia which is free of such import of
movies or other possibilities to access them.rkhi would be different. Some ideas and
things could be universal and human but at the sanethere are so many new cultures

which capitalism gave birth to.

Here | am not denying that there are segments wfahity which do not dream of such
life, the life of desire. In this regard we can men Buddhists. But, apart from such

exceptions, what is happening to the majority esgsame.
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What life is and should be is defined for us byeoshand we struggle to achieve this. |
think in this case we may fail to know the meanafidife for we have not defined it
ourselves. We are thinking that there is one horizaving some discourses to attain one

project.

Today, in a world dominated by a capitalist systmmd structure it may be difficult to
think that survival is possible without being arvachte of it. So the point | think, as East
Asian countries did, is to make ourselves busyartirsy out what really is fitting to
where we are and where we want to be, given thaacbbetween cultures is inevitable.
Yes, we need the industries, the products, the gomad the services. But, is this the

exact way that we should use them?

Capitalism as a system upholding capitalists léadsmeness rather than difference. The
effects of science and technology are there inyeseciety despite their difference in
qguantity and quality. This idea of capitalism idated to the notion of globalization.
Scholte talking about the connection between chgnteand globalization says, although
capitalism as a structure of production remainsepiaced, globalization has brought
some changes to this structure, and this is mamlgreas of commaodification and the
organizational context of accumulation. Despitdathire to take us to a new structure of

production globalization has triggered crucial aesin capitalism.

Modern science and technology driven by reasorgeenie and experiment transformed
its theoretical knowledge into tangible materiahgs or objects. The invention of the
mobile phone technology, the internet, and modertransportation all these caused an
intensified connection more than ever before. this intensified flow of both ideas and
things/objects beyond boundaries that is namedafilation. The interconnectedness we
have could be in trade, information and environment

Some say as a result of globalization challengebk @portunities are faced as “we”
without the presence of the “other”. This is truspecially in recent movements on
environmental issues. The horrors of environmegmddltion are for all of us. But, this is

totally independent of our knowledge of each otlhéhjnk. Even if we do not have the
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current proximity we have, once the gases are ethiélveryone will be part of this
pollution. So, this is more about the natural sgttf the universe or the natural world

than globalization. But, still we can cooperatevtirk on problems of such type.

Globalization, according to Scholte, gave capitaltie mechanisms to tackle strategies
of socialism and economic statism that was welelmelted in most parts of the south

around the mid twentieth century.

This notion of rationality has also to do with dapism. Rationalism's emphasis on
anthropocentricism has pushed us to be concern#d lifé on earth or earthly life.

Anthropocentrism views the world not as a worldle# gods or as a place of connected
life forms. The scientific and instrumentalist aspef rationalism has also been

comfortable to capitalist expansion.

For Scholte, consumerism as a ritual of the capitabciety works both on generations
of desires and their satisfaction. He continuessumerism has been closely related to
globalization. Primarily, consumerists focus omgwaorld products. Consumerism has
been facilitated by transborder productions. Glolsahtexts like communication
technologies played a crucial role in generatirgiant desires. Scholte concludes, what
could be said of globalization and consumerisnhag, tglobalization contributed a lot for

consumerism to be a strong force than ever before.

Unlike the rest of the world who both willingly anchwillingly accepted the West's
systematic assertion of power, some Asian and Acaintries firmly resisted and fought
to sustain and maintain their own values. In tleigard we can mention even recent

actions of some states like Pakistan.

The Pakistani government has blocked the sociavorktwebsite facebook for a couple
of months. China has also blocked some unnecessabgites which she thought are
more of destructive than constructive to the sgci@ll these are resistances to the

western led journey to the preferred site.
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Once the West had chosen the capitalist mode diugstmn, | think, it should act
according to the requirements of the system. Tla lyere is not keeping products rather

having more and more surplus.

Unless the less industrialized countries pay méenfon to their values and standards
along their attempt to be more industrial and edigit, there would be no change in the
current relationship of more capitalist countriebere capitalism has reached its climax,
and less capitalist countries. If not the more tdigt nations would continue to be

producers not only of most commodities but alswofid cultures.

| ask though some Asian countries are as powesfana even in some instances greater
than the western countries, | do not see the albdiirthese people disseminated across
the world like their western counterparts. Foranse, China exports multiple kinds of
goods and services to a number of African countrielsiding Ethiopia. But, why is that
we are not attracted to Chinese cultures as wedite West?

I think this has to do with the long establishefilience of the West in a number of ways.
As compared to its Chinese equivalent the westeltare moved in various ways to be
the culture of everyone, and different historicalelopments contributed for the current

position of the West.

Though the Chinese civilization was one of theiestricivilizations in the history of the
world, history does not show strong and strategiengpts of the Chinese culture to
impose its values or universalize its particulargquivalent manner to western culture.
The expansionist intension of the Chinese cultsreol weak as compared to its western
counterpart. | think the current power of Chineskure is in some ways unable to break
into the long established cultural hegemony of\WWest. English is spoken in most parts
of the world but not Chinese. Not only language ibuierms of many cultural elements
the West is still dominant. In addition to thisistipower, as | have tried to discuss it, is
the result of many factors. Unlike the Chinese welt the West for its most part is

expansive.
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| do not think that there is a community withouttaral values of its own. So, if this is

the case, why do we need to totally abandon our wames, which reflect our own

being, and why do we succumb to other context §ipecalues? When we buy a
commodity we are buying not only the commaodity &lsb a culture. By doing so you are
reflecting a culture which is not yours and whiduyallowed it to be part of your culture.
This is both good and bad.

In general, it is by industrializing that we canttbdransform and to a greater extent
tackle assimilation. This is to mean, the more we@oducers of our own culture the
less we will be assimilated. It is when we maintaid transform our cultures in a strict
sense that we can defend and also communicateantdbate something to the world.
Less developed and understood cultures are motilg aasimilated than those which are
well developed and understood by the members ofvengculture. Furthermore, the
western hegemonic power over others is not songethiagical but it is a cumulative
effect of many historical forces and developmemtsough it is not genuine to refer to
only one source as a basis of this power, the advah science and technology along

with other factors contributed for such a positodrthe West.
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Chapter Two

Against Totalization

Culture has been and is a very powerful entityoiciety. Given that culture enjoys such a
position, it has been used both to manipulate aathistorm human life. Both,

manipulation and transformation could be motivabgdvarious internal and external
factors. As Hassan Hanafi and other scholars fatwartercultural relations can be
represented either in the conflict model or thdodjae model. But, this point should not
ignore that there are cultures which are neithecanflict nor in dialogue with other

cultures. The history of intercultural relationdldeus that cultures of the world have

influenced each other in many ways.

In the previous chapter, concerning the power dioes, | have tried to talk about how
cultures struggle to maintain their position anevitbe West tried to establish itself over
the rest. The West in assuming such a positionamasis assisted by various strategies
and historical forces including physical force, raodscience and technology, religion,

science, and myth.

This chapter tries to deal with the major strategé resistance to the totalizing efforts
and successes of the West. Modernity which wasobtige great intellectual movements
in the West played a pivotal role in developing audtaining its cultural hegemony.
Having this in mind | have selected some topicscWwhgould possibly show both the
radical and moderate deviations from the overatloms and projects of modernity. In
this chapter | will try to discuss postmodernismaltwral relativism and hermeneutics,
which | think were major strategies of resistanoetdtalization or any attempt to
homogenize. Historically, hermeneutics is oldemthmstmodernism. But, | will start

with postmodernism and cultural relativism and theme to hermeneutics.
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2.1. Postmodernism and Cultural Relativism

2.1.1. Postmodernism

In dealing with postmodernism one of the first taskat need to be done would be
having a working definition or characterizationtbfs term. Practically speaking this is

one of the most difficult tasks to be performecerefor the postmodernists themselves.

For some, Postmodernism is a period of crisis. Tha&acterization of postmodernism as
a period of crisis, according to Simon Malpasutifiable. Here he refers to what Stuart
Sim says about the British historian Arnold Toynlsegiew of postmodernity, as a
journey into an unknown territory where the oldmemo longer work and our collective

security is potentially compromised.

According to Steven Best and Douglas Kellner titagsties and projects of modernity,
which were central to it are now challenged andndistled by the forces of new ideas
and possibilities. “The result of this, for soméics, is that what the postmodern serves
to promote is a skeptical ethos which simply tafleegranted the collapse of all realist or
representionalist paradigms ....and the need herbetor abandon any thought of
criticizing social injustice from a standpoint ofass solidarity” (Norris in Malpas,
2005:35)

Postmodernism, for Jean-Francois Lyotard, is a itondwe live in. According to
Malpas, in his bookThe Postmodern Condition’, Lyotard analyzed the issues of the
production, control, and dissemination of knowledigeline with this he states that we
live in a knowledge driven economy. By this he nwd&mowledge is and will be
produced in order to be sold and consumed. The paipose of the exchange aims at
survival, flourishing and profits. This has contribd to the shift from the previous
conceptions of knowledge.

According to Malpas, Lyotard's analysis of knowledg based on narratives. There are
rules and procedures on which each narrative depéiftese rules are the grounds to

judge what is legitimate, true, and ethical or nbyotard gave the name “Meta-
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narratives” for these rules and procedures. Hesttitat modernity is based on grand

narratives.

It was based on such grounds that it attemptedptaim various elements of its own and
other’s world. Grand narratives are totalizing atwes which try to construct an account

of human society and progress.

Malpas says, Lyotard identified two grand narrativ€hese two grand narratives are
speculation and emancipation. Basically, the spdiel Meta-narratives are oriented
towards a unified theory which tries to understand show our place in the universe,
while the narratives of emancipation are aboutdéeelopment of knowledge so as to
realize human freedom in opposition to mysticisrd dagmatic imposition. Synthesizing
Lyotard's view Malpas says: “By tying together @flithe different narratives that make
up a culture, assigning values to them and givimgnt a goal, modernity’s grand
narratives present an idea of the development afwvletdge as a progress towards

universal enlightenment and freedom.” (Malpas, 288b

In relation to postmodernism Lyotard says, the gubjof modernity which was to be
realized based on grand narratives is not forgotieh destroyed. This destruction
resulted in the loss of power of grand narratiw&gh such radical changes, he argues,
the criteria for what is knowledge and what is matat is legitimate and what is not has
changed. According to Lyotard, the criteria of wmBalism and emancipation are
replaced by the criterion of profit. The concerngodnd narratives was organizing all
knowledge into a single whole, but capitalism letmishe fragmentation of the whole,
given that the fragments can make profit. “The postern condition is thus one which
the demands of capitalist economics rule suprerdealirdevelopments of knowledge are
determined by the paradigmatic logic of the mark#ter than the overarching dream of

universal human good.” (Malpas, 2005: 39)

For Lyotard the issue of being powerful both asrafividual and at the societal level is
determined by the knowledge they possess. It istleewho owns the highest knowledge

that remains powerful. | think Lyotard in sayingstls reflecting the Baconean position
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that knowledge is power. Lyotard in his discusspmints out that the reduction of all
knowledge to a system whose only criterion is &fficy is a challenge faced by a
postmodern society. Every form of knowledge is palldpased on its efficacy and profit

making capacity

Critics like Steven Connor questioned Lyotard siortof the postmodern condition.
According to Connor, The Postmodern Condition” orsgty emphasized the
fragmentation of science's grand narratives withwaoitking for the continuity of those
narratives in current scientific research. Postmade as Lyotard perceives it is not
only a condition. Rather, according to some thiskgsostmodernism can also be
identified with its own skeptical and critical &tiiles. The employment of rigid
technological rationality is seen by postmoderne$sa contamination. According to
Christopher Butler, followers of Lyotard and Jacgjerrida believe more in stories than
in testable theories. Postmodernists are not irspteby traditional philosophy, history,

and science; rather they gave more attention tadtbsyncratic workings of cultures.

The Promotion and celebration of multiple storiesvhat is central to the postmodernist
thought. The effectiveness and the validity of éhesories are not determined by
transcendental grounds. Butler continues, postnmigtar consists of highly critical

epistemology, and strongly opposed to any docttiva tries to have an overarching
position. Butler characterized the postmodern geimr as skeptical of many things
including, the truths offered by religion or thegjyo capitalism and also American

‘imperialism’.

This in turn has brought us to a world where ther@o absolute explanation rather
competing stories contending to gain acceptance. dlene others, scientists and
historians too were expected to make themselvasop#inis competition, for there is no
special room left for their narratives to be ligdn without query and doubt.
Postmodernists by doing so are taking side witls¢éhoho are excluded as unfitting into
the stories and labeled as inferior and backwardomparison to those who are the

authors of the Meta-narratives.
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Postmodernists argue in favor of multiple storiestead of one on a given topic. In
connection to this, Edward Said stated that thesimapst comes to construct his/her own
image positively and attributed the negation torés. Said states, “For the imperialist
saw himself as the representative of a rationalem®d, peaceful, and law abiding
framework, and defined the orient as the oppoditais, and had the confidence that his

representation of "them’- his narrative of "Oriéiata’- would prevail.” (Butler, 2002:16)

Said tells us a story in which a man named Flautleeps with an Egyptian lady, having
done this he wrote to Louise Colet informing himatththe oriental woman cannot
distinguish one man from the other. In many of hwsvels he portrayed such a
representation of the oriental woman. However, giounot find a single line in these

novels where this woman speaks something abouglhers

Being from a different culture, according to Sdtthubert and the lady (Hanem) have a
number of incommensurable truths. According to &utthis leads us to the underlying
conclusion of the postmodernists that universalhtig false and we should stick to

relativism.

Deconstruction, being one of the main tasks ofpgbstmodernist movement, is against
the dichotomies we develop. The argument for suchaimn is that dichotomies either
enable us to see what is wrong in there or thimgst@o rigidly fixed. But, given that
these dichotomies function in relativistic conceptitamework we can notice that they
depend on one another for their definition (goodhbaml, right on wrong, justice on
injustice and vice versa). According to Butler thigim, which is typically Derridean, is
due to the Derridean obsession with the Freudidiomahat opposites need each other.
For a Derridean you can only see yourself as ratiamd just if you are also to see
yourself as irrational and unjust. This notion ttiet opposites are interdependent is used
to refute some of the attempts of the West to elelarational elements of thought from

its history.
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The emancipatory aspect of such deconstructiorppbsites rests on the thesis that there
may be something wrong in the attempts of diffeigrstems to describe the world by
giving priority to some concepts and placing thenaicertain hierarchy. However, the
hierarchies into which these things/concepts adered are based in the historically
established hegemonic interests and are much m@nelependent than we assumed. It is

the revelation of this hidden interdependencedirabnstructs this order and hierarchy.

This discussion of deconstruction urges us to e@etl the issue of judgment, which

basically is one of the contestable sub-topicsastipodernism. According to Lyotard,

critics of postmodernism argue that postmodernistased either to use established
ground of inquiry or to be judged by pre-establésimrms. Marie Pauline states that,
contrary to this, modern science has specific toblsevaluating knowledge claims and
theories. “Consistency and general coherence lapgast as does productive capacity,
though none of these alone is adequate. Tightlsoread, rational, logical conclusions are
given priority over contradictory, irrational ankbgical statements.” (Hoover in Marie,

1992:133)

Postmodernists, especially skeptical postmoderrast&ariel states are generally against
the notion of overarching ground of judgment. Thae against the modern social
sciences’ criteria of judgment including consisyeramherence, and data based theory.
“Postmodernists seek not to dispense knowledgedbler to provide a basis for people
to decide for themselves because truth outsidenthieidual, independent of language, is

impossible.” (Jacquard in Marie, 1992:134)

Marie states that, the skeptical postmodernistsageinst objective criteria of judgment.
Though this happens to be the case they indirectiynintentionally have used implicit
grounds to criticize other views and develop tloewn. Marie wants us to keep in mind
that affirmative postmodernists use terms like eppion, liberation, and resistance
which basically imply judgment or at least a norineipoint of reference. According to
Marie, they also prioritized the study of the lqddle decentered, the marginal, and the

excluded over the center.
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Postmodernists are suspicious of modernists™ idéasith and theory. In connection to
this Marie states that, skeptical postmodernigected the modern version of theory and

truth while affirmative postmodernists reconstrddte

If truth is to be conceived as something univeraatl out there, the affirmative
postmodernists are to take the same position ggisékepostmodernists. When it comes
to linguistic relativism and the dependence ofttron it, affirmatives, unlike the skeptics,
prefer to take a midway position. Their conteni®that there can be a certain agreement
on the meaning of some concepts and words, aseiscdlse for professional social
scientists.

According to skeptical postmodernists, any attetopput some theories at the top of
others is absurd. They instead accept the existendepossibility of multiple theories,
none of whom can claim superiority. They see amyrefo build a theory as an ambition
to develop totalizing Meta- narratives. In thisasjthey are against Marxists, positivists

and structuralists.

The postmodern critique of the modern notion obtlestates that, the problem of the
modern notion of theory is that, it assumed thaait function in a context transcendent
manner. This is less realistic in a rapidly chaggpbostmodern world. In addition to this

they emphasize the inextricability of language gatees and socially constructed

meanings, which in turn make overarching theoryasgible. “Theory, said to legitimate

a monopoly of power, is thus considered little mthran an “authoritarian weapon” by

most skeptics.” (Kellner in Marie, 1992:82)

Marie states, some affirmative postmodernists geegubstitute the modern notion of
theory with an anti-theoretical focus on everyddg, Ithe local, direct experience of
individuals and on the contingent. Some scholaks @® not we going to generalize at

least in a micro level, something out of our evenytife?
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Contrary to the modern, the traditional is givesignificant credit by the postmodernists.
“Traditional human narratives accept error, incsteicy, and relativism. These
liberating narratives tell the collective story tble disempowered..., placing their lives

within the context of larger social and historit@ices.” (Richardson in Marie, 1992:84)

Postmodernism can also be conceived as a critifogodern science. This is not what
Postmodernism is all about, but this is one ofttfregs it does. For Butler, the picture we
have of scientists ( as someone who really knowsraveals how things are, as someone
who knows and reveals how nature works, as somedre knows what counts as
evidence) is not accepted by postmodernists. Thieyagainst the basic claims that

scientists traditionally developed.

Postmodernists denied that scientists have suefigges. Scientists are just telling one
story among the possible many. As is the case itoguphy and ordinary language their
work, which is more of construction than discovabput the nature of reality, is open to

prejudices and metaphors.

In connection to the postmodernists™ attack onnseigwo professors of physics, Alan
Sokal and Jean Briemont have stated, that postmodetique of science fails to

understand the empirical claims of science andvidngs in which it operates.

According to Butler, all the radical arguments loé fpostmodernists, despite some of its
failures has contributed at least by challengingl @hanging the way science and
scientific disciplines were perceived in Europe &mderica. These arguments helped the

development of strongly skeptical and politicaljeated positions towards the sciences.

Postmodernist skepticism backed up by its critteehniques questioned a number of
taken for granted positions in ethics and socikdtiens. However, according to Butler,

despite their rejection of grand narratives postenoidts sometimes allowed or were
using such stories. According to a number of sehplpostmodernists have questioned
everything. Among others history is one. In doinglsey have questioned whether there

is any knowledge of the past, the role of reasoassisting the explanation of historians
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about the past, the interpretive capacity of hisiarappropriating various heritages of

the past, and the claim that a historian shoulddective.

Skeptical postmodernists are critical of the comgal notion of history. “They contend
that history is logo centric, a source of myth oldgy, and prejudice, a method assuming
closure.” (Marie, 1992: 63)

For postmodernists, history in its conventionahids nothing more than the creation of
the West, as a tool of oppressing others or othkures. It is simply a means employed

to direct others in the desired route.

Some postmodernists argue for the end of a knowettihn to history. However, they
are not the first to introduce us to this ideah® end of history. Among the theorists of
the end of history Fukuyama is one. Fukuyama onaif the end of history is different
from the postmodern notion of it. By the end ofttig Fukuyama means an end of the
idea of progress, and the evolution of human thoadpout the basics. It is related to
“The triumph of Western ideas, liberal pluralistnaecracy, consumer society, the
“universal, homogenous state” and the defeat of atler ideologies including

communism and fascism.” (Marie, 1992: 65)

But, for the skeptical postmodernists the end sfdny does not mean an absolute truth
has been disclosed and this truth is an all encesipg and objective one. Both skeptical
postmodernists and the end of history theoristeaginat Meta-narratives should not be
privileged in history. This imply that they are aga Fukuyama's idea of the end of
history. When it comes to rationality, the end witdry theorists of the modern period are

more in favor of it than postmodernists.

The affirmatives, though critical of the conven@bmnotion of history, are not in favor of
its entire abolishment. They rather wanted to rédreconstruct, revise, and relativize it.
According to Marie, the affirmatives are influendey “New History” movement in the
overall process of coming up with an alternativéhi version of history they are against.
“New History uses deconstruction, subjective intetgtion and symbolic construction of

reality rather than qualitative, structural or ftianal methods.” (Marie, 1992:66)
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According to Malpas, when we talk about the endhisfory in its postmodernist sense,
we are not saying that we are no longer to confamyt new event or events, or events
will cease to happen, rather our need or abilitpubthese events in a certain framework
of Meta narratives, as in modernity, has endedr&aell be no more attempts to show

the developmental logic of events.

Fukuyama's notion of the "end of history" is difier from Jean Baudrillard’s account of
it. In Fukuyama the end of history signifies théniagement of modern ambition for
justice and freedom. Baudrillard on the other haodceives the “end of history™ as the

worst failure of the project of modernity to harnmereason and nature.

For Fukuyama, “... the realization of liberal demagran the West, and what he sees as
its gradual spread to all other parts of the waulésents the idea that history as a single,

coherent, evolutionary process is rapidly comingrieend.” (Malpas, 2005:90)

Derrida argues that, what we have in Fukuyama iatempt to substitute “ideal good
news" for the empirically observable event of timel f history in a way that draws
attention to the gap between reality and rationpaliccording to Derrida, the gap
between fact and the ideal is not something pectdiaprimitive forms™ of government

but also signifies all democracies ranging fromdluest to the recent and most stable.

The postmodern theorist Jean Baudrillard claimg @ need a degree of slowness,
distance, and liberation for us to have a sortrgétallization of events which we can
state as history. However, as a result of the rapahges we are facing the foundation of

historical narratives is highly determined by cotimmemeanings and explanations.

The rise of sources which are multiple both in tgpe in number created a competition
among these sources. Their competition is to wimlipuacceptance by making
themselves more accessible and persuasive. Thisrirhas problematized the answer to

the question of what really happened.
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“The stuff of history has become another commoditybe bought by the spectators:
packaged by media companies, one can tune viggedations of past ages and marvel at
the computer-generated effects, experience thiéstbfi'walking dinosaurs....” (Malpas,
2005: 95)

This process in effect makes history something titiaoVarious rapid changes have
brought an end to linearity. And the consequendtkasit would be impossible to answer
the question, what is the meaning of the end dabhi® So it is no longer possible to
provide a full and immediate account of what higtist In Baudrillard's words not only

has history ended, it has ended in “illusion’.

In general, providing an all encompassing and utmowarsial definition of

postmodernism is difficult. Malpas says all we @@y is that, it has a multi-faceted
essence. This in turn opens up the way for a dedrateng various scholars who claim
postmodernism is the way they see it to be. Malpaists out that the meaning of
postmodernism varies across different disciplifége way the theologian conceives it is

different from the way the political scientist tietphilosopher does.

It evokes ideas of irony, disruption, differencejscdntinuity,
playfulness, parody, hyper-reality and simulatidin.has been, for
some, a radicalization of modern art that has plistneant-garde
experimentation to new limits, and for others a deratization of
cultural studies that has allowed critics to paychattention to, and
place as much value in popular entertainment adoés the old
masters. (Malpas, 2005:7)

According to Malpas, postmodernism is oriented tasaopenness while modernism is
more rigid and closed in its alternatives. Mariates$, despite their critical approach to
modernism, postmodernists failed to be self-reflexiFirst, says Marie, anti-theory

stance of the postmodernists is itself theoretical.
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Second, though they were against intellectual tikdésreason, logic, and rationality, they
have employed such tools in their analyses. Fomei@ deconstruction is a highly
logical, reasoned, and analytical process. Thergiamdox is their failure to harmonize
their views of not prioritizing one over the othsith their suggestion to focus on the

marginalized, the oppressed, and the silenced.

Postmodernists are also criticized for adoptingdpbioiguistic determinancy and linguistic
indeterminancy. Linguistic determinancy says, laggl explains everything which in
this case language becomes the world. If languagermines everything, according to
some critics of postmodernism, postmodernists amgvin placing language at the top
and the social at the bottom. If language is rebatas linguistic indeterminancy says,

then our knowledge claims are without foundation.

Given communication is a big issue in this conteath affirmative and the skeptical
postmodernists have their own particular positioifse affirmatives state the difficulty
we have in communication, while the skeptics declahe imperfection of
communication. This is because words never mearn waahink. But, this position of
the skeptics, for Marie, fails to see successesommunication. Let alone others,
deconstruction in its postmodern sense is posgiblen that such communication is

possible.

Postmodernism as an intellectual movement of tH& 2@ve its own contributions and
shortcomings. Let me begin with some of its conttitms and then | will proceed to its
shortcomings. Modernity which was the point of dé&y® for the whole movement of
postmodernism to get started claimed that it isafomal and critical movement.
However, as many scholars argue, modernity intiesrgts to establish itself failed to be

self critical and sufficiently rational.

This specifically is true in modernity driven redat of the West with the non-western
world. In this regard, postmodernism, | think, iseh more critical than modernity was.
It tried to see all parts of the circle. Realitypsrceived from different perspectives using

various mechanisms.
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This in turn has strongly helped the notion of déity of views, in general beings, to
flourish. The move towards more knowledge is makely in postmodernity than in
modernity, which followed a designed and unidireasl path. The notion of questioning
the given which is one of the features of modernityhink, reached its zenith in
postmodernism. Postmodernism in addition to als¢heas also a liberating movement.
It tried to liberate those who were under the shadod the manipulation of western
based narratives of modernity. This in turn hasegathe way for many excluded others
to see themselves as a component part of the whole.

Despite all these contributions postmodernism diatle see some topics that it should.
Though it left a sufficient room for the being bktother, it failed to manage and ponder
how these others should interact. Postmodernisrprablematic for it assumes that
culture is a self fulfiled and a complete wholéni§ has made critique from outside
impossible.

Postmodernism in its attempt to be consistent migskdf anti-foundational, unlike
modernity. However, this attempt to be anti-fourata! itself is foundational. This is
self contradiction. Even if postmodernism is sustilsin being anti-foundational, it left
us no direction to go to. It seems that it is destd chaos. Can we have a world free of
hierarchies and a standard that postmodernism anst§ How could all things be

relative?

For the main reason that it is against any imposkhtity, and because of its
deconstrucivist orientation, postmodernism could seen as a liberating movement.
Though the liberation of the other is one of thecamaplishments of postmodernism; this
liberation which basically is done by negating tiaratives of modernity failed to see
the others™ liberation from other perspectives Eo®nomics. The degree to which the

liberation of the other is concrete is questionable
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Anyone who has an exposure to the overall postrmodgenda can easily detect that
there is a relativist paradigm established by pogemism and postmodern thinkers.
Equating postmodernism with relativism would bersuaplification for postmodernism

carried more luggage than relativism.

But, given that there is a strong spirit of releia in postmodernism it would be good to
see what relativism, especially cultural relativisrand then proceed to a discussion on
their relationship.

2.1.2. Cultural Relativism

According to Caleb Rosado, cultural relativism“ihe idea that each culture or ethnic
group is to be evaluated on the basis of its ownegand norms of behavior and not on

the basis of those of another culture or ethnicgro(Rosado, 1994:4)

Furthermore, Melville Herskovits contends that, Wadues by which people judge their
actions are relative to the specific cultural I&grthey have passed through. Beyond the
guestions of morals, cultural relativism, additityaleals with matters of time, space,

volume and differences in the way we perceive arttktstand things.

To avoid the dilemma that could be faced with assgicultural relativism as the ruling
order, Rosado introduced two notions of culturdtrésm. They are intra-cultural and
cross-cultural relativism. In most cases, he séys,the failure to distinguish these types
of relativism that places cultural relativism intrauble. “But the problem here is the
failure to realize that the principle of culturatlativism only has relevance across

cultures and not within one culture.” (Rosado, 1894

According to Rosado, that is why we do not seeet@s being in chaos. If intra-cultural
relativism would have been true and there was ngtcemmon ground of judgment the
chaos that has been imagined by critics of cultxglaltivism would have been there. But,

every society has a common ground for judging &fealsiors of its members.
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Every society has its own absolutes and univergdsado states. Absolutes are fixed
values which are deemed to have invariable sthtusare specific to cultures. Universals
on the contrary are culture transcendent. “Abselutee the way specific cultures

implement universals in their particular way.

Take modesty for example. “Every society has thearsal principle of modesty. But,
what passes for modesty in one society, say fomekain Arab societies in the middle
east, is not what passes for modesty in Rio deirdaimeBrazil or in Malibu beach in

California” (Rosado, 1994:6)

Despite the presence of such common concepts aad @mimong cultures, every culture
has its own way of evaluating and sanctioning tbgoas and deeds of its members.
Denying that such grounds to judgment are conteactific would be a blind judgment,
given that the comparison is cross- cultural. “Bliby is universal, and so is the
enjoyment of beauty, and some standard for trutie Many forms these concepts take,
however, are but products of the particular histdriexperience of the societies that

manifest them.” (Herskovits in Rosado, 1994:6)

Contending that each cultural value and practicaishbe seen and evaluated based on
its own socio- historical context does not meart #ih cultural practices are equally

valid. Rosado adds, for instance, steel axe and pl@ better than stone and wooden
ones; Western medicine is more effective in erdinigadiseases than witches. Rosado
using Henry Bagish argues that this is not an eftnivic perspective rather a pragmatic
principle which tries to identify the one that werketter from the one which does not.

Based on this contention Rosado concludes thatuéiliral practices and values are not

equally valid.

Rosado talks how we can combat evils that couldipysbe committed in a name of
absolutes. For instance he mentions the exterromati the Jews by Hitler, and Blacks
in South Africa deprived of their basic human rgghHis remedy for such problems

appeals to those rights and responsibilities wiehcathan (rights).
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In circumstances where absolutes destroy univesglales normally known as human
rights, what we need to do is to move against drspoch dehumanizing efforts, and work
together to fasten their collapse. Any of theseggiles should not aim at showing that we

are better than them for there is no any culturekvis free of such evils in history.

Despite its constructive contributions culturalatelism, according to some scholars, is
problematic. For Rosado, cultural relativism triessee reality from a narrow point of
view. As Abraham Kaplan states it, this is the t#@whe instrument. The main contention
we have here states that, the instrument we haternd@es both the problem and

solution.

According to Rosado, this notion of cultural rele&em reserves a special position to the
idea of culture. If we are to argue as sociology anthropology did, that all experience
is culturally conditioned then this implies thatltave is closed and a self-intelligible

system.

For Rosado, culture is not the only but one of peespectives to look at reality. The
social sciences notion of cultural relativism i goint of view of looking at reality. The
social sciences, Rosado says, did not consideditliee perspective in their attempt to
understand human moral conduct. Culture, for Rossdaot the one and only condition

of human experience.

Rosado concludes, given that today's world is rwilliral and most people are
socialized within an ethnocentric perspective, walt relativism is so crucial in tackling
the problems we might encounter in this regardstdées the importance of transcending
our racial, ethnic, gender, cultural and socio{pl reality and be with humankind
across the world, at all levels of human need. Tld be possible when our

educational approach is multicultural.

The idea of multiculturalism assumes the notiordigkrsity in it. According to Bhiku
Parekh, multicultural education is a critique ofr&gentrism and its grains of mono-
culturalism. Euro-centrism once established itbal$ed on various concrete factors and

mere assumptions, it tried to totally negate otlae their overall being. In connection to
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this, most currently existing educational systerafiect the narrated greatness and
uniqueness of European civilization while underaating others™ contributions. Parekh

states that, such a system is problematic.

This is because such a system is unlikely to prewildents’ intellectual curiosity about
other cultures. Monocultural education limits stotde exposure to other cultures and/or

may fail to present things in complimentary wayteihatives are blocked.

“Monocultural education also stunts the growthted tritical faculty.
Students taught to look at the world from the narperspectives of
their own cultures are bound to reject all thatnedarbe accommodated
within categories. They are likely to judge othaltares and societies
by the norms and standards of their own, and fiveint odd and even
worthless” (Parekh, 2006:226)

Monocultural education can also be a foundationafoogance, insensitivity and racism.
Furthermore, those who are with little knowledgetted other forms of knowledge and
other societies are prone to the danger of suparfieneralizations and stereotypes. Any

educational system can free its pupils from sudls &y making itself multicultural.

A multiculturally oriented educational system maties intellectual curiosity, moral
humanity, respect for others and sensitivity to different ways of life of others. In
general, any irrational and intolerable centrisroudth not be allowed.

| think multiculturalism is more close to postmadiem than interculturalism. This is
because multiculturalism tends to defend partitdylanore than intercultural philosophy
did. Both multiculturalism and intercultural phitlgshy acknowledge the unity and
diversity of human beings/ cultures. However, iotdtural philosophy in its orientation
favors the universal which is the result of a poiyle among the particulars.
Additionally, both multiculturalism and interculalrphilosophy are against any kind of

centrism including Euro-centrism.
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In addition to making the educational system multical, we also need to construct a

possible conversation between the parts of thiesys

“Properly understood and freed from the polemicaggerations of
its advocates and detractors, multicultural edocait an education in
freedom, both in the sense of freedom from ethnibceprejudices

and biases and freedom to explore and learn frdvaratultures and
perspectives. The two freedoms are inseparabl@nercannot be free
from an ethnocentric perspective unless one hassado others, and
one lacks such an access if one remains trappédhviite confines of

one’'s own perspective.” (Parekh: 2006:230)

Replying to Brian Barry's critique which is in favof homogenous way of life, Parekh
says, “... some people might prefer to die in causAliah rather than stay alive in a
secular society, define freedom and slavery diffédyeto him and prefer a theocracy to
freedom in a morally corrupt society, reject redige freedom as a temptation to apostasy,
choose like the gypsies and indigenous people ¢uige traditional skills rather than
modern education....” (Parekh, 2006:347)

Parekh states that, Barry simply asserted that sam@an values are valid in a context
transcendent manner. So that everyone needs to thieey without any hesitation.
According to Barry, multiculturalism assumed thaltware is the central fact of moral and

political life and is committed to all that follovigom this.

Parekh in connection to this says, culture as Batayes is not something of marginal
importance. Most importantly human nature which rgathought could be used to
explain human behavior does not exist in its rawnf@nd is inextricably molded and

tamed by culture.
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2.2. Hermeneutics as the affirmation of the Other

2.2.1. Tradition and Historicity

Our attempts to have meaning should not only stdkistory transcendent and objective
elements. Historicity’'s concern is about concret@poral circumstances of humans.
These concrete circumstances are not things te mria vacuum but they are the results
of the interaction of humans with nature, with etheman beings and with God. It is in
this regard that human history is important, invog the context in which one

perceives the values in a certain tradition angepts towards the future.

Of the points that could be stated about the miahip of modernity and tradition, one
is, modernity with the aim of establishing a diéfet tradition had rejected the previously
existed tradition as out of date and unenlighteasdmposed by will and as anti-freedom
in different aspects of life including: the socig¢onomic and political. It is such
degrading characterization of tradition that made$iGeorge Gadamer to reconstruct

this notion of tradition.

Gadamer in his attempt to rediscover the notiortiradiition tried to see those things
which are essential to the community within whidfatt tradition came into being.
Continuing his discussion he talks about commuaitgt discovery. If man was a solitary

being there was not such a thing as tradition.

In line with this, John Caputo says, our experiebegins before birth in our mother’s
womb. As a result of birth our experience expamiis & broader context. So, what is true
to our life is its embededness in social and hisabsituations. We do not live alone but

we live with others.

So, Gadamer says, that absolute knowledge merelywatinout condition, regarding

oneself or others, is not possible: the knower gdnappeals to his unique existence in
time and space. For our vision to be a vision clpabbringing the good to all ages it
must reflect or include the whole of human expexgerin the process of learning, trial

and error what constitutes tradition is the cumuagffect of this overall process.
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So, tradition is like a laboratory where variousdés, beliefs and values are tested, left
and held. Tradition for Gadamer then is not simpherything that ever happened: it is
rather what appears significant. In general, ftiadition to speak of its different aspects

it needs someone who can speak for it, it needespnenwho can describe it properly.

Gadamer like Tsenay contends our ancestors arby iegbortant in our attempts to
understand ourselves. It is what they have devdlape communicated to us that enable
us to extract something new from our heritage veduate our present, and figure out our

future.

The strong connection of human learning with tiaditenabled the defense of tradition
from this perspective. Tradition has been charamdras an impediment to freedom and
objectivity. Given that we learn from each othexpendence upon others is natural. But,
the dependence we have here is not a simple olwedienthe will of others, rather is

related with their relative excellence in a certasuy.

The source of this authority is not something unkndout is based on their capabilities.
This capability needs to be complemented by redderend free recognition of others.
So, tradition’s real basis and the essence of atytfio it are also part of the defense of a
tradition. In connection to this argument, | thiskmetimes the knowledge you have may
not be recognized for it deviates from the tradit®odefinition of what knowledge is.

However, there are also situations in which yowvidedge may force recognition.

What is of big worth here is not the content batlition's relation to the present. There
are situations in which life becomes routine, seng@petition of the past, and this may

make life challenge less, without progress and h8penovelty is absent.

A tradition could be perfected when there is redogm of novelty. This perfection is to
be achieved not by opposition to reality rathertsyemporal unfolding. In connection to
this, we can say that human beings both createdwndreated by this dynamic physical
and social environment. With regard to this notidrthe good in relation to historicity,
Gadamer says, any talk about the good would berbettaningful if we talk about it in

terms concrete circumstances. The various gendradiples of ethics are required to be
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neither purely theoretical nor a simple inheritafroen the past. Instead, they need to be

helpful in being morally conscious of concrete aftons.

In general, application is not something that f@oor which is the accidental part of
understanding but rather co-determines this unaledgtg from the beginning. It is not
that you understand and then apply it but it isleviiou apply it that you understand it.

“Moral consciousness must seek to understand tbd,gmwt as an ideal to be known and
then applied, but rather by and in relating thisoteself as sharing the concerns for
others. In this light our sense of unity with othdregins to appear as a condition for

applying our tradition, that is, for enabling itltee in our day.” (Mclean, 2003:11)

In an attempt to produce meaning this interplayaft and whole should be taken into
account. Having this in mind Gadamer says thatk s instance, a paragraph from
today’s newspaper. The way we approach this pgragia as a whole; e.g. as being
about rice farming, this is because only a unitynzéaning is intelligible. We can

understand number three (3) only if there are thueds. But, primarily, our

understanding is about three (3) than the threeuf®s. So, understanding should be
directed to the whole. We always work in terms ofmplete notions. This holds for a

text, culture and tradition.

In the above stated example, before trying to wtded all the individual components
we try to develop a general meaning on the basits dirst words, the previous context
or both. As we continue to read all the parts ef plaragraph we reassess our previous
understanding of the whole in terms of the part$ tae parts in terms of the whole, until

things appear to fit and be clear.

The way we understand the world and our existenceé is part of the way we try to

understand part of a text. The relationship betweehand whole is not one way. This is
to mean, the interpreter may represent the morergeperspective (as reflected in the
pre-understanding) while the text is to be a pgartthe text (as the sound of the tradition)

may be the whole while the interpreter is a pargging each meaning).
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To sum up, tradition and historicity are very muoéntral to the overall project of
hermeneutics. Tradition which is part of historytasbe interpreted via hermeneutics.
Tradition is not something to be formed easily amé short period of time. The long
established customs, habits and values of a contyneonstitute its tradition. This
tradition is part of the community's history. Ittlsis history of a tradition that is to be
appropriated to our present situation. TraditiorGaslamer states it is a place where we
test, leave and uphold our various values and feelidowever, a tradition could still
continue with its defects.

2.2.2. The Origin and Account of the Other

Dussel says beginning from Columbus’s “discoverf/thee new world it is possible to
see the confrontation between western Christidireggtesentation and the emergence of
other beings at the boundary line of its definitiehmankind. In line with this, it is
Tzvetan Todorov’s workThe conquest of America (1984)” that could be used as a point
of reference for showing the first written westeattitude towards Native American

cultures.

Generally speaking there are two ways through wthechrelationship between cultures
passes. The first one is the one that sees exsanilarity in the other culture. The other

culture is regarded as one’s equal and like oneself

In this case, the other's identity is denied eithiethe level of existence or at that of
cultural practices. The other way is the one inalhunconscious forms of cultural
dialogue may take place. In such cases things are of intuitive. The analysis we have
in this case comes to see the other as subjecthwhisimilar but not the same with
oneself.

This notion of otherness or the other is very alismot a recent phenomenon. When we
look back to its first origin | see that it begdarayside the creation of human beings and
the universe. Specifically speaking, Christianitydahe bible entitled man to subdue
nature and its various elements. This | think cdaddseen as the first notion of otherness.
In most cases human beings in this totality aren ssemasters rather than part of the
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whole. Human beings™ place in this principle ish&t center. They are given the authority
to exploit nature as possible as they can. Aparnfthis together with the formation of
different societies with different structures, war$ sections of this society are identified
as the other. This notion of otherness is not &dhitvithin one’s own society or culture,

but it also transcends the horizon of one’s owtucelland judges other cultures as others.

Otherness emerges in a shared field where sinyilant dissimilarity begin to dialogue.
Among other things this notion of radical otherneasnot be the basis for the emergence
of the other for it makes cultures uninterestedaoh other. Gadamer states that, this idea
of radical alterity is impossible for our langualgased pre-understanding allows us to
understand only those things which fit the contesftour experience and conceptual
schemes. If radical otherness is true then expezien the other would by no means be

knowable to us.

The other's emergence could also be based on gasmtial and cultural factors. First,

based on axiological or valuational comparison &l the other as our equal, superior
or inferior. Second, a praxeological level, we eitapproach or distance ourselves from
the other, we either submit to the other, wantdtiers™ submission or undifferentiated
neutrality. Third is an epistemic level with an &s$ gradation (transition) between the
lower and highest states of knowledge of the oshiglentity. Colonial discourse can be

an example for this.

For Emmanuel Levinas and Gadamer the other isrdiftenot only from me, but from
things and from others too. This account of theep#nables us to understand the double
condition of the other as both ego and other iati@h to me. In line with this idea of the
other Kogler states, modern reason is capabletabkshing itself as a universal only by

excluding a non-sense that radically calls intostjoe such reason.

According to Gadamer, the highest type (stagexpegence of the other is openness to
the other. This is a commitment to experience tligeroas truly the other in a
conversational mode. Not to overlook his claim, fouisten to what s/he has to say to us.

Gadamer underscores that hermeneutic understandirajways self understanding,
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which implies that subjective identity is to be ked for in an intersubjective

communication.

In madness and civilization, Foucault deals with guestions of the historical conditions
of emergence in the course of thé"a¢df a distinction between reason and unreason,
reason and madness. Before the mil d and the coming of the ‘classical age’, madness
or unreason and reason itself, according to Fotisaobservation were relatively
integrated phenomena. Reference to madness wawads from the point of view of

reason, madness was not judged to be ineluctabbceded with unreason.

Foucault himself says, madness is itself the rélgliczegative, the unthinkable, that
which completely eludes our understanding. Koglédsa given Foucault has placed
madness as the extreme other of reason and tlsatnréas in the innermost form of our
speech and thought, the non-sense of madnesdlyiteaanot be brought into speech for

us.

Kogler states that, madness, in so far as it domss a transhistorical, transrational mode
of experience, cannot be “understood” within owscdurse. For us it is a meaningless
language, a non-language, signs that neither betagubject nor refer to an object. So,

madness is a pure language, without sense or nefere

It is true that this notion of otherness is relateith one’s identity.Talking about the
conditions for the emergence of identity, TayloyssdOur identity requires recognition
by others”. Therefore “to deny recognition is anfioof oppression”. This allows Taylor
to make a nice description of authenticity as tgbktrto creation, to invention, discovery,

and originality of the opposition to the rules otiety. (Dussel, 1996:142)

Taylor in his work entitled The politics of recognition” raises the issue of “universal
recognition of difference”. By broadening the honzof modernity Taylor talks about, a

sustained conversation and struggle with the ‘dther
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The other in Taylor is described as the one whapgpressed in the totality, as a
functional part (object), and this oppression idelsi negation of the other’s interests. In
every communication community which is orientee@tals in its ethical approach there is

always the other. The other is justified from tleegpective of the good.

As the result of the ethnocentric tendency in altwres there is always the other. For
Aristotle the slave, for Thomas Aquinas the sexf,Adam Smith the workers are others.
All of these others are invisible in every totalitiye world or a given ethos. Despite the
fact that the notion of the good is used to neffaeother's being the good is not always
context transcendent, the telos or good of a altof a totality, cannot be a foundation
to judge morality of acts and behaviors in all eyss. The good is not the same

everywhere. It could also be civilization, reast@thnology, happiness or any other.
2.2.3. Ethical and Methodological Recognition of the Othe

Understanding is not only about reaching a consenBut, if not, the implication is

either an agreement is reached through undersiqmdithe failure to reach agreement
should be explained in terms of an objectifyingcast of the other. If the interpreter
began with a different premise from the interpreted these two proceed from different

premises then a fusion of subject matter cannairocc

In line with this Gadamer says, the other is methagically accepted as another subject
through our recognition of his own self-understagdonly as long as it fits into our

ontological premises.

Gadamer calls the first way of experiencing theeotiknowledge of human nature.” By
this Gadamer means, it is a situation in whichun iateraction with fellow individuals,
we analyze and have in mind in advance the behavithrese people. This specifically is
the case in the empirical social sciences whichvarg much obsessed with the model of
the natural sciences. This employment of the methaddthe natural sciences smashed

man’s subjective color and also degraded him frarerad to a means.
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The second form of experience of the other is patething unchanging but something
individual. Though the other is accepted as a pesgbe is subject to the claim that, we

can tell you who you are rather than you tell u®wbu are.

As compared to the way to other is experiencedipusly, that is, calculating and
predicting the others’ behavior, this one is bettBlowever, the significance of

experiencing the other in relation to one’s owmidias not moved a step further.

The third form of experience conceives the encountth the other as a dialogue. Such
an experience is possible when there is fundamemgahness to the knowledge and
claims of the other. At the level of hermeneutiderstanding this dialogue takes into
account a historically effected consciousness, lwhitderstands itself as limited to and

dependent on the tradition’s context.

To be an interpreter is not to be a judge. Thisradaes not mean simply acknowledging
the past in its otherness but, in a sense thah les&ract something from it. “Opening
oneself to the truth claims of the other is therefa moral imperative that follows from
the dialogic others’ status as a human subjectig(&r, 1996:146)

Real historical thinking must take into accountatsn historicity. It is only when this
happens that historical thinking stops treatingdtieer as a historical object and comes to

see the object as the counter part of itself retigm an object at all.

For Gadamer, the common basis of hermeneutic uaselisag is produced through

language, and finds its true form of existence onversation. Given that it is with a

person that we enter into in a certain dialogues taxperience or the process of
understanding the other should be a moral actioph@nomenon. This moral notion

which mainly focuses on reciprocal recognition $&d by Gadamer as normative guide
for criticizing those methodological concepts thae incapable of doing justice to this
moral dimension.
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According to Kogler, Gadamer’'s move to mediate hereutic understanding with the
idea of moral recognition of the other is not watiuned. The substantial equality which
mainly is expressed in terms of the agreement @ickessumptions is taken to be the
criterion in the process of recognizing the otfidre acceptance of the other is based on
the possibility of reconciliation with oneself. Sbe other simply is the mirror image of
the self.

So, taking this contention into account, Kogler ldexs, Gadamer’s “hermeneutic

morality” is only partially successful in its attpinto establish the reciprocal recognition
of the parties in a dialogue. The rationality of tither is approved based on one’s own
account of rationality.

The equality of the other should entail its accepgaas a historical-cultural and unique
part than limiting its recognition to a substantt@mmonality of shared truth. So, an
important option to this Gadamerian failure is thermeneutically and dialogically

possible recognition of plurality of views.

In this regard Habermas's moral universalism esathie dialogical recognition of the
other. Habermas says:

What, then, does universalism mean? It suggestsvinaelativize our
own form of existence to legitimate claims of otlf@mms of life, that
we grant the same rights to others with all thelipsyncrasies and
incomprehensible behavior, that we do not obstipatgsist up on

universalization of our own identity, that we da eaclude that which
is deviant, that the domains of tolerance shouldobre infinitely

larger than they are today-all of this is involniednoral universalism
(Habermas in Kogler, 1996:148-49).

This notion of moral recognition of the other hgewed up the dimension of acceptance.
But, according to Kogler, this moral recognitionosld not be directly related to the

substantial identity of shared truth conceptionaiis required instead is a hermeneutic
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competence that allows us to see things with thes ef the other and to admit such

perceptions as “situationally valid” despite tharonsistency with our views.

Submission to envisioned realities of both sidesios the intention here. Rather by
bridging the hermeneutic horizons of meaning usocognmon conceptions tries to

encounter the others’ world as a possible possibili

Rather than continuing with his previous biaseditys the philosopher of the center
now says, there are other cultures which have dpeel their own conception of the
good, the holy, and the beautiful and this implieat they deserve our respect and
recognition. Denial of this would be an extremepgance. At the same time we need to

affirm we are far and have a different horizon thamothers.

For Habermas, Gadamer’s most central insight isvileamay establish the impossibility
of objectifying the others’ meaning contexts by lgriag the intrinsic connection

between linguistic meaning and the knowledge okest¢o be true.

There is this debate whether it possible to haveystem in which everyone can
participate. According to Apel, talking in conterft what we call the principium

excisions this notion of “all the possibly affectdcomes ethically problematic. This is
due to the reason that there will always be exduaféected. Every affected may not

become a real participant.

Dussell says, so we are facing a contradictiormferhave said, though all the affected
always have the right to take part in the real comigation there are still excluded
affected. It seems exclusion is inevitable andehersomeone always to be taken as the
other. So, every agreement from this point of viewot only falsifiable and temporal but
also defective for it still has left someone out.

Every genuine participant in a real communicatiommunity should ask: whom could
we have excluded? It is this recognition and reispédhe other that enables him to

participate in the community that it emerged asatier. Giving respect and recognition
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to the other is the ethical act or the practicakom that enables the other to take part in

the argumentation, with rights and duties.

Though there are different types of others in déifeé systems, liberation philosophy
transcending this relativism comes with an impeeatihat transcends such limitation.
The idea is to liberate the oppressed or the dehinex other. This notion of liberation is
absolute in a sense that it works in and for ewetigtential situation, and it also is
practical or concrete. In philosophy of liberatime have the logic of totality which is
described as totalization and the logic of altentfich is about how this other as the

oppressed is discovered.

Though discourse ethics believes that we as paatits in practical discourse could
agree on the validity of norms by a moral argum@mtathis is not always the case for
there are still excluded affected, and practicalheaking the practicality of discourse
ethics is in question. So, right at this momeng thoment at which discourse ethics
realizes its limitations, liberation philosophyrsgending this comes and deals with all
the ‘others’.

So, what we need is an ethics of action rather thamere moral consciousness. So, as

compared to discourse ethics liberation philosdphynk is revolutionary.
2.2.4. Pre-understanding, Understanding and Interpretation

Despite the historical-temporal distance whichlyeial perceived as a productive source
of understanding and meaning, the historicist wémtsethodically overcome or remove

this distance so as to enable the “true” meaning.

In our attempt to understand a written traditionatvive simply assume in the meaning
we discover may not be the same with the authatension. Likewise, events of history
do not in general manifest any agreement with thigestive ideas of the person who
stands and acts with in history. Meaning or thesgef a text is not always bound by the
author’s intention. This again has to do with theltiple possibilities to interpret and
understand a text.
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Given the background of historical situatednesmeéning one may contend, a genuine
hermeneutic task should dwell on opening up andtgng this situatedness in the
process of reconstructing the original meaningit asakes sense to the contemporary
reader and actor. Furthermore, it would be a parédaloany hermeneutic process when it
fails to admit its own historical situatedness hmsea hermeneutically produced
knowledge is characterized by an ineliminable p=r8pity that emerges from the
positionality of the interpreter. It is this perspeity that enables historical knowledge as

such.

A hermeneutically oriented production of meaning ssongly related with the
possibilities or significances of appropriating theaning to be produced. So, meaning is
produced in relation to the context within whictattht could possibly function. Thus,
specific perspectives of significance are the tesufurther historical development and

ever new interpretations.

This meaning which is developed in a way that it oake sense to our present presence
is itself shaped in some sort of history specifie-pnderstanding. So, what could be
inferred from this is that every attempt at intetption is grounded in a historical
situation. This notion is totally out of the scagfethe original textual meaning approach.

This later approach tries to pull the interpretetr af his situatedness.

Understanding is an event which is embedded irohestl events, though these events
are not under the control of the interpreter; s talone is not enough to consider
understanding as an event. It is certain that wtaleding depends on a historically

produced pre-understanding.

However, it may work to free itself from such typé dependence. Understanding is
possible when historical events are taken into aetdsiven that the interpreter cannot

control these historical events understanding atifitinues to be a trans-subjective event.
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Gadamer adds this is also due to the reason tisahtraning is always jointly determined
by the historical situation of the interpreter dndthe totality of the objective course of
history. The historical experiences of ancestoes fart of the interpreter’'s attempt to

reappropriate a textual or historically documentezhning.

Taking the interpreter as a free consciousness against the tradition or as someone
capable of objectively comparing his worldview widome earlier worldview is not
correct. Rather the interpreter’'s attempt to undes himself and his present is always

inseparable from symbolically constructed and hisatly shaped meanings.

So, thinking of an interpreter who is freely amédition would be unpractical. Rather the
interpreter is compelled to encounter traditionegi\his current horizon or situationally
pre-structured perspectives. So, the true struaiitbe hermeneutic circle is not the one
that looks objective meaning of earlier texts blué tone that is grounded in pre-

understanding, the contents of which are shapedigirtradition.

Though we live with our own pre-understandings, wimg that we live with such and

such pre-understandings by our own is impossibley such realization of one's own
pre-understanding is possible through the conftamta with other’'s meaning. So, it is
the experience of difference that enables the wwouns to be conscious. This notion
that prejudgments should have to be free from itettaconsciousness does not imply
that conscious judgments are labeled as falserrétteeunconscious background should

be liberated from such darkness and illusion.

Of the first and most important things that uncother silent aspects of the interpreter's
pre-understandings, the voice of the other is tng.impossible for the interpreter to sort
out his productive prejudices. Rather s/he sinmpbyes to understand a certain tradition
based on his prejudices that hinder her/him andl l&a misunderstandings. This
separation of productive prejudices from unprodgcprejudices must take place in the
process of understanding. The unproductive pregsdi@are those that lead to

misunderstanding.
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Gadamer’s claim that we need pre-understanding a&nsadjusting interpretive
consciousness to the alterity of the other. Itnisrelation to the interpreter's own

conception of truth that the text’s truth coulddseught.

That is why a hermeneutically trained consciousnasst be, from the
start sensitive to the text’s alterity. But thisidiof sensitivity involves
neither neutrality with respect to content nor mation of one’s own
fore-meanings and prejudices. The important thsgpi be aware of
one’s own bias, so the text can present itselfllintsaotherness and
thus assert its own truth against one’s own foresmmegs. (Kogler,
1996:142)

The question here is how can we accomplish bothesfe tasks? At the first place we are
required to disclose our own orientations. Secaraalso need to corroborate the other's
expressions as true statement and realize thedityalor us too. Kogler asks how we
can, however, take up such an external positioh wigard to our own thought. And, in
which symbolic space, if any, can such an undedstgrtake root, which as it were turns
against itself and which tries from within its owrought to experience the exteriority of
itself?

The overall hermeneutic process may not end up withnified, single and shared
account of truth. But, the possibilities in the eatls world could be challenges to our

taken for granted views and practices.

Kogler says, Habermas interprets Gadamerian foneegion in pragmatist and

Wittgenstein influenced way and that is why heestain connection to this idea of virtual
participation in the corresponding meaning andoactontexts, although the interpreter
understands and accepts most of the statemenis mwim life worldly context without

clear justification, in case of disturbed commutiaa (or where there is gap) relating to
the unseen (unexperienced) features of distanstifoems of life and cultures, he must
employ a special effort to understand the possiglasons for the corresponding

assertions.
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Kogler forwards, an attempt to hermeneutically geidvarious meaning contexts would
take us to the incommensurability and incompatibihf various norms. In line with this,
Kogler says, having a common world or subject masemportant in the conversation
we make for it serves us as a point of refereneg, Bis identification of a common

subject matter is not a guarantee for the commiynaflievaluative standards.

Kogler suggests, it is important to underline, heerethat critical interpretation, after it
has enabled us to radically distance ourselves thmmaken for granted assumptions and
practices, allows a positive reconstruction andfirezation of our ideas and actions. It is
obvious that during such reaffirmation there i# sf acceptance or rejection of views
and assumptions. However, Kogler says, immediaduation in terms of truth or moral
rightness should not at the outset be part of heeoic encounters. This is because such
immediate judgments are the results of immediafeeals to our assumed conceptions
and practices.

Understanding meaning and passing judgments do haste to be undertaken
simultaneously but follow each other in a methodglahat is sensitive to other
evaluative standards and symbolic orders. Kogleticoes if we want to comprehend
another symbolic order in its internal coherence, shhould not adopt as our guiding

interpretive principle that which counts as “redliin our own world.

Historical and intercultural understanding possesae methodological potential for
uncovering power relations on the part of ourselamed others. As a result of the one
sided shift in hermeneutic reflection on historyl awlture, power is seen as an important
topic only within the dialogic dimension of integbation and is ignored as insignificant
in the way symbolic relations work. So, the notioh power is left undeveloped.
Therefore, a dialogically framed and at the sanmeetipower-critical hermeneutics,
Kogler says, has the task of clarifying how, with @&dequate appreciation for the self-
understanding of other epochs and cultures, arysinadf power in spite of that remains
possible.
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Gadamer argues that, the consciousness of thepiieter is grounded in his pre-
understanding, which in turn is grounded in languegp, interpretive understanding is
possible within a linguistic-ontological frameworkhe insights understanding gains,
beyond any subjective control make it a trans-stivje event. The interpreting subject

does not determine by himself what goes on.
2.2.5. Hermeneutics, Discourse Analysis and Grounding

Kogler says, “A symbolic order involves a system @dnceptions that, through
fundamental assumptions about the nature of tla¢ectkconcepts, have a common form.”
(Kogler, 1996:180)

It is this form that provides the framework to tvay we experience different things
including things, persons, events and immateriéities. As Geertz states understanding
of symbolic orders (I think are worldviews) hasdtmwith cultures. This idea of symbolic
order is seen as the one that represents histgricahsmitted patterns of meaning which
are embodied in symbols, a system of inherited eptiens which are expressed in
symbolic forms by means of which men communicaerpetuate and develop their

knowledge about and attitudes towards life.

Given that discourse represents “the totality ddteshents that through regulative
function, that is, through a common ontologicalmpise that functions as engendering

rule, are joined together and linked to a cohensgdining context.” (Kogler, 1996:181)

So, any analysis of symbolic orders is possibléwhe analysis of this discourse. This is
due to the reason that, meanings are the resutteeafnion of concepts and conceptions
in a given cultural context and these cultural eatd in turn are the results of symbolic

presuppositions at a level of discourse, as asyefestatements.

Symbolic orders based on what they assume, suggebtproject are deemed to be
subjects of critique. Given that historical critegaf symbolic orders always stands within
a context of discourses related to reality and egpee, such critique should start first by

explaining the rule structure of one’s own thouglation and experience.
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Methodological historicism taking this into accoures to identify the contingencies
and specificities of discourses, which claim toapeothing other than truth and to grasp
nothing other than reality.

In line with this, methodological historicism opethe way for bringing the validity

claims of an order into question. This notion imgel is described as methodological
skepticism. The focus of methodological skepticismot the skeptical arguments of the
philosophical tradition rather the practical ethigacognition that our conceptual

schemes may be determined by power structures.

Rather than focusing on how the order and the uwaremncepts and conceptions we live
by and in came about, we in most cases find owsealv our consciousness dwelling on
the intentional and content related notions of ehieeas/terms. In line with this Kogler
using Foucault says:

“lliness, madness and sex are just what we thidugbAnd through
this intentional, object and content-related o@éoh, our
consciousness gets lost in the content of thougtitexperience: we
are unable to comprehend the rules of disclosua¢ winderlie and
ontologically make possible this conception orderfact, we remain
entirely unaware of this dimension of our experen@ogler, 1996:
183)

The intension of the above quotation is to show Weare unconscious of those invisible
forces which brought us to where we are in cononacto our conceptions of these
concepts. We simply remain in the content of thowgid our experience. So, what we
need is not an experience and awareness of thetustation (or the way our thought,

experience and action is structured).

Natural understanding of things is not the one amlg site that we need to visit. Rather
we need to get out of this natural understandind ba on an “exteriority”. This
exteriority should be more about a distantiate@mstruction of the structures implicitly

guiding our interpretations than a renewed relatlived experience. This exteriority is
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necessary for unveiling the relations between gotscand the conceptions that govern

these concepts as basic symbolic rules.

The way we perceive various notions like sexualitie, madness and crime is like
constructions of well-grounded or deep seated ‘ipegidns” which remain undeveloped
within our understanding and interaction with tlEndhe symbolic authority of the
physician, the biologist, or the psychologist chow itself as the product of specific rule
systems, which determines the limit of the spacavbét can be stated or accepted

seriously over against irrelevant assertions.

Kogler underlines, hermeneutics is primarily thertdor a consciousness that recognizes
that interpretive understanding must proceed froeiown pre-understanding. Foucault
basically is against the hermeneutic project. Folicanderstands hermeneutics as an
interpretive attempt which aims at restoring actoaaning contexts from distant

historical contexts.

The importance of these meaning contexts is tebenstructed by interpretively reading
and productively understanding their semantic aantBurthermore, Foucault sees the

interpretive attempt of hermeneutics as a douldingeaning through interpretation.

Foucault adds hermeneutics gives its task to itf@ln within because, it gives
expression to that which it has previously detesdias the unsaid. This has to do, he
continues, with the subjectivist theory of languagel meaning, which in turn is related
to religious revelations. Foucault declaring thesgbility of meaning and subject free

analysis of discourse, according to Kogler, commitategory mistake.

The question of coming up with a certain kind ofam@g basically is methodological.
What Foucault did in this regard is that he introgllisubject free theories about language
and statements. Meaning is left behind in or stmecof statements is given priority over

the meaning of a whole /meaning.
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Gadamer’s philosophical hermeneutics is specificaklated to this problem of
grounding discourse analysis, because, rather fib@rsing much on a subject related
methodology it dwells more on an analysis of thevemsal and methodologically

relevant pre-understanding.

Kogler says a distanciating discourse aims not guth oriented fusion with other’s

meaning but at an awareness of the rules of disdahat govern the other and us. He
states that, the important question is whether nstaleding necessarily requires an
affirmative attitude toward our own meaning, inmagch as we cannot reject using our
pre-understanding, that is, the knowledge we takeettrue. Though we need to always
depend on our own substantial pre-understandirgy dbes not imply that we should
think or understand the rationality and intelligenaf the other in the same way as to

ours.

According to Kogler, Gadamer and Habermas contbat] because we inescapably use
our content related pre-understanding; we mustlgpaluate the validity of the others®
meaning. However, while Gadamer is about the effdity of tradtion, Habermas refers
to the performative attitude essential in our fiexis itself, which directs our social

being as communicative rationality.

In conclusion, despite the controversies on the tayneneutics tried to establish the
other, discourse and meaning, it is not possiblntoely reject such an orientation for it
at least brought into question the objectivity ahd objectifying move of European
modernity and other different movements of simgirit. Though there are still so many
objectified others and their liberation is not yedlized, hermeneutics has at least created
the awareness that there are people with their lngtory, tradition and horizon. It has
created a space for the value of others. It enalalietbast theoretically, that the other's
world and horizon could be faced as one possibdlitg a way to challenge many of the

things which we think and take for granted aboutelves and others.
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2.3. Inculturation via Hermeneutics

Antonio Gallo in his discussion of Hermeneutics aigtulturation states that,
“inculturation acts to achieve true communicatioithwneighbors beyond one's own

culture, through dialogue and personal interchdr(@allo in Mclean, et al, 2003:69)

According to Gallo, engaging in an interchange agnounltures requires overstepping
one’'s own boundaries or horizon and those of otb@ms to be in the region of mutual
understanding. He adds, every culture has its oardwits own meaning of things and
various events, so every move we make to someandéige is a move towards a world
constructed by the communication of members ofgtloeip. In conclusion, the exposure

and understanding of such truth/world is possidehermeneutics.

Though hermeneutics is understood to be the irg&fpon of signs, symbols, words and
body language such an understanding alone wouldaenough for it disables our quest

for truth beyond the signs and the symbols, whecbne of its main tasks.

Hermeneutics™ guidance should not only be seen thenpoint of view of things sensible
to our senses, this is because it might work inesoases; especially when the concern is
understanding the other culture. More emphasisldimigiven to truth claims which are
internal to a given culture. The focus should behenpossession and identification of the
truth of others.

An interpreter’'s attempt to interpret a given adtus an activity which is directed
towards the interpreter herself/himself. This isdese the interpreter is moving towards

a region which s/he is not familiar with.

In inculturation the individual or members of th@gp try to come up with an idea which
can maintain and sustain the group’s survival @tence. These ideas, Gallo says, could

be the idea of democracy, freedom, developmentantan rights.

One of the reasons for us to boldly assert the rapoe of hermeneutics in the process
of reciprocal understanding among cultures is b&edloere are a number of things which
do not work for all cultures. In other words, thénmpay not have absolute worth/value.

67| Page



That is why hermeneutics is placed at the fronth&f main gate to this process of

inculturarion, which possibly is to follow the heemeutic process.

“Hermeneutics in the broadest sense is an anabysastext, a written thing.” (Gallo in
Mclean, et al, 2003:71). This is not where hermé&nsuinishes its task rather it also
gives a careful look into the notion of culturedahe historical situation within which
the words of a culture came into being. Gallo codsethat, our experience of a text in
hermeneutics is not only about the text but alsoualthe truth of the text. Such an
experience of the truth of the text is less immedias compared to the words, the

structure and the flow of the discourse which citunst the text.

Gallo in connection to interpretation talks abouis motion of appropriation.

Appropriation, he states, “is to create an “imagé’for ourselves with the truth of the
text” (Gallo in Mclaen, et al, 2003:84). Throughdbis process of appropriation any
attempt to assume the truth of the text would ntakemind of the text and the interpreter
unfree or not independent. This notion of apprdimmawould lead us to what he calls the
hermeneutic circle. This is a circle which implitasit there is not only one truth. As we
go higher and higher using the previously discodérath we always come to a portion

of truth that we are not familiar with.

Furthermore, this journey to the higher is gettimgre difficult and complicated. Despite
the complications we have the passage to trutbtislhin all blocked. The long journey

through hermeneutics would result in inculturatidmch is its continuation.

This notion of inculturation in Gallo assumes thhkere is an ever increasing
diversification or pluralism today than ever befor®@o, given that there is such
diversification among cultures of the world, incu#ition would be the way out, it is

about harmonizing cultural relations, and maintagthe status quo.

The more there is diversification inculturation webe the task of the future. Lack of
understanding is a favorable ground for mutual ihtysthan for tolerance and harmony.
According to Gallo, building a real unity withoutsdolving differences needs the

development of shared meanings. This is the re&ldainculturation, Gallo says.
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But, given social structures and arrangements aargss societies, meanings, even in
hermeneutics, are historical and social constrittdsv is it possible to produce such co-
produced meanings? Would not the particularity dftdny, culture, social structure

hinder the process of producing such shared mesnvhgh are to serve as a foundation

to unity?

Language is one of the grounds in which incultoratoccurs. Shang Zhiyang in his
discussion about the important connection betwaaguage and inculturation states the
impossibility of the world without the presencelafguage. Living in the world is living
in language which this imply the ontological wordi language. On the other side
language also has a communicative function. “Masoasal being needs communication,
and communication needs language, human beings reatal understanding; with the
aid of mutual understanding, human beings havdieespower.” (Zhiyang in Mclean, et
al, 2003:184)

According to Zhiyang, linguistic differences areeoaf the manifestations of cultural
differences. The history, culture, games and thgsved entertainment of an ethnic group
could be represented by the language and in thguége of that group. Therefore,

change of language entails change of elementgoltare either partially or all in all.

The continuity, transmission and integration oftexds needs language as its basis, this
makes language the ground for interpreting one'$1 @~ others™ cultures. “The
transmission of cultures is based on the plural@mcultures. The transmission of
cultures always takes place in the diverse cultuidss transmission causes the
“inculturation” ” (Zhiyang in Mclean, et al, 20034)

Zhiyang gives more credit to an inculturation aféag than the material one. Rather than
an inculturation which happens in the material neat is the integration of ideas and

different systems that creates successful inculama

According to Zhiyang, contemporary Western phildgopf language has two main
divisions: the British-American philosophy of larage advocated by Gottlob Frege,

George Edward Moore and Bertrand Russell, the otheision is led by Martin
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Heidgger, Hans George Gadamer, and Paul Ricoeuw. firet group believes that
language has instrumental value, which is exprgssifings/ideas in a logical way.
Meanwhile, the latter argue that language has ogtcdl worth. Ludwig Wittgenstein
shared the view of the second group, believing dhkural implications and the life

meaning of language.

To demonstrate how communication and inculturatiwork Zhiyang brought into
discussion Wittgenstein's reflections on what h#ledaprivate language. Private
language is a language that can be understood mnlthe speaker himself/herself.
Wittgenstein identified two features of private daage. The first is the words in such a
language signify something only to the user of ldreguage. Second, private language

cannot be used for the purpose of communication.

But, if a user of private language assumes tha &husing a language at all s’/he has
committed some mistakes. Primarily, belief in ptévaensations, Wittgenstein contends,
a person's inner feelings cannot be private gihah $/he can communicate his feelings

to others.

The other mistake is a belief in private ostensiedinitions. Wittgenstein says it is
impossible to produce ostensive definitions thropghate language. The third one is a
belief in obeying a rule privately. He says obeymgule is always a public rule and
practice. Thinking one is obeying a rule is differérom obeying it. Therefore, the idea
of private language is an illusion. Given all thmae evidences the conclusion would be,

inculturation and communication are not possib&eprvate language.

For Wittgenstein, it is when you know the languggenes that you could possibly know
how to use a certain language. Language gamesarenty ways of describing a

language, but they are also part of our everydageisf language.

The coming into being of new language games issootething new, which in turn
implies that language games change. The overallidatpn we have here is that
language is social, and language is shaped by rogsand cultural life. Therefore,

Zhiyang says, language is a cultural event.
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So, any attempt to understand the other and onesel&ins language as one of its main
tools. Inculturation which is an attempt to undanst one’s own and the other's world
using a hermeneutic approach could be effectiveergithat we have shared ideas,
concepts or categories. But, in the overall intéoacof cultures we could notice some
problems. For instance in an attempt to appropsatae ideas from other traditions we
may abuse the central assumptions of the termgiae tb appropriate. An attempt to
appropriate may result in loss of the underlyingsuasptions of the idea/term
appropriated.

In the coming few pages | would like to forward soof my ideas concerning the topics
| have tried to discuss in the previous sectionthisf chapter. Having discussed most of
what has been said about postmodernism, hermesauriit cultural relativism the next
task would be showing how, at least theoreticatlygse philosophies arranged a
room/place for the excluded, the oppressed, oremeral the other. Modernity using its
weapons, the Meta-narratives, tried to come up wiiingle model of everything which
is functional everywhere. In doing so it denied s$leial, historical, political, economical
and other specific contexts of the other (the ed@il). Modernity and some of its
scholars defined history in the way they want ibéband excluded others who have their
own unique account of history as unfitting. Howeveostmodernism reacting against
this modern conventional notion of history redubestory to the notion of everyday life
of the individual.

Modern Western science beyond its contributionsumanity has also been used as a
means of jeopardizing the existence of the othey. ddallenging the exclusive
authenticity and legitimacy given to modern Eurapseaience postmodernism states that,
science is not free from prejudices and bias. Thegeit is just one of the stories among
the many and that it should not enjoy such a positi

Postmodernism's defense of the other is not allidirect. But, all those things said by
postmodernism opened a wide path to reestablisbttier on its own specific grounds.

Deconstruction, decentring, opposition to grandateves as central to the postmodern
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thesis provided a fertile ground for the other taobe governed by the questionable truth,
that there is only one truth and model.

I think, if an authentic freedom is the goal of readty any such goal can be achieved
not by imposing what you think is correct ratheristening to the “corrects” of the other.
The search for the better need not necessarilyideethe good of the others. Even if you
have reached on the better, | do not think thatgit to declare it as universal and

transcendent of contexts. This implies that youukhdet others have their own truth,

morals, beliefs and goods. | think if you are algee guardian of freedom this is the
right way to guard it.

| argue that postmodernism, beyond arranging a raorthe other seems uninterested in
how these many others are to engage in any meahingtl inevitable interaction to
bring the desired end (which | think should be Idization). It seems that
postmodernism is emphasizing separatist approashttie tentative one. So, despite its
enormous contributions for the reestablishmenhefdther, postmodernism failed to sort

out the way cultures should interact.

As Lyotard states it, those with better knowledgeenmore power than those with little
knowledge. In the postmodern condition we have ewgocally driven knowledge
production. My point here is that, given the diffieces in knowledge producing capacity

of nations/cultures what would the destiny of cxdtar cultural relations be?

Would not the epistemological and other consecugiygemacies of some nations hinder
the goal we want to achieve? In other words camawe intercultural relations which are
free of any employment of one's own triumphs toedssne's own supremacy and
override others? Can intercultural relations ontydiout understanding each other? Is

that where we stop? Do we not compare and moveetorie we labeled the better?

Any rigid argument that we should not accept wisafrom the West, | think, is not
plausible. Rejection of the West should not onlyabeut that things we are encountering
are from the West. | think the better should netagis be the exclusive product of any

single culture for that pulls us back to the pregisituation; which is the supremacy of
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the few over the many. Rather the better whichhatvhuman beings always looked for

should be the product of the collaborative effdratleast some cultures, if not all.

According to most postmodern scholars, the modetiom of history is nothing more

than the invention of the West, and is seen aspaidda of saying something about the
past to the present. Furthermore, history in itaveational sense simply worked to
establish a myth of hierarchy, which is highly operprejudices and biases. So, when it
comes to the way history has been used by bothdresatics and postmodernism in the

process of reestablishing the excluded (the otlex)can see a huge difference.

Hermeneutics, in its overall attempt to make seofdhe past makes use of the
conventional notion of history. In this regard herautics’ notion of history deviates

from the notion of history in postmodernism.

Hermeneutics as the interpretation of the past tbamake use of postmodernism’s
deconstruction. Any failure to employ strict dedonstion may result in the
interpretation of wrong or distorted informationivén that hermeneutics is not very
much concerned with the content of history, anngpteto clarify one's own horizon,
discourse and project might end up in failure. Thigirn could make the reestablishment

of the other impossible.

| argue that, there are and have been a numbestaices under which history could be
falsely depicted or written. Our interpretationsofch falsely written history would give
more confusion than meaning. That is why we needittonstruction of such deceptive

arrangements.

Extreme relativism which is noticed among skeptipastmodernists and some radical
relativists rather than reestablishing the othedsemp in self-refutation. If the

reestablishment of the other is the goal such d@iposs the worse to be advocated.
Postmodernism, cultural relativism and hermeneutisiig various mechanisms stood

against the totalizing grand narratives of modgrnit
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Despite such strong efforts to reestablish therdthe excluded), the uniqueness and the
identity of the other is not moving in the desifedck. As compared to the modern
period the other today is enjoying, at least thicaby, a favorable environment to

reestablish itself and engage in further interactio

However, the destiny of the other and factors &ffgcthe interaction of the other with
other many others has not been yet settled bediet philosophies. Basically, it could be
argued that it is up to the culture to design tleelnanisms that could help to go beyond
assimilation and being a simple receiver. Butgéras to me that those countries that are
in a nearly similar economic status, political attan and level of societal consciousness

could use somewhat similar ways to challenge tbegmt wave of Western hegemony.

It seems that it is a question of liberation. Léterg one's own culture and oneself from
simply being a receiver, and be producer and akporéer of one's own culture. This
basically has to do with a number of interconnedetors in the realm of politics,

economy, power, and media.

Uniqueness and particularity are well celebratedpbgtmodernism, cultural relativism
and hermeneutics but when it comes to practicalhyiigding the excluded there is still a
problem. The current pattern of intercultural relas has still continued holding up some

at the top and the rest at the bottom.

We are not witnessing that cultures are equallyi@pating in the formation of cultures
which are to be the culture of the majority. Thiagtical defect, I think, would give the
ground to discuss the challenges and prospectgarfultural relations and philosophy.
Furthermore, liberation philosophy would be onergf main topics in the next chapter.
So that | can once again have a discussion abewxtiuded and some problems related
to it.
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Chapter Three

Beyond the Dichotomy

The discussion made in the previous chapters cadakem as an argument between two
sides making different claims. Almost all the tapaiscussed in the first chapter in one
way or the other try to establish a single and hgenous portrait of humanity using a
particular model or way of being. In general aremft to homogenize is so strong.
Modernity, stories of the West about itself and eosh cultural globalization and

capitalism are all historical forces that pushethanity to sameness which is not critical.
By critical | mean: the sameness we are heading tmt a result of a rational dialogue
among us. Rather it is an imitation or a forcediohof a culture disseminated from few

producers of such cultures.

In opposition to this homogenizing tendency, theose chapter, attempted to show the
attempts of some philosophies and discourses whathed diversity. Among others

postmodernism, cultural relativism and hermenewtiese the major ones.

My point however is not only to show the argumeapftshese two sides but also discuss
some other way out beyond the controversy. This aayis about how cultures could
maintain their identity while contributing for tliermation of a genuine universal culture
of humanity. The very clear conclusion that we caach by looking at the nature,
content and relationship of cultures is totallyfeliént from the position established by
both sides. Trying to establish a single model ombgenous culture is something
difficult for there are incommensurable aspectsufures. Thinking of cultures within
the framework of radical incommensurability is aldwsurd for cultures share a number
of things.

So, despite their contributions the arguments ais¢hadvocating homogeneity and
heterogeneity are problematic for the main reakah ¢ultures work the other way. That
is they interact given that they are similar ansbalifferent. This is one of the grounds

for the necessity of another alternative.
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3.1. The Challenges and Prospects of Intercultural Philsophy

Franz Martin Wimmer who is one of the prominentdadals of intercultural philosophy
asks whether intercultural philosophy is a new binaof philosophy or a new orientation
in philosophy. According to Wimmer, philosophy shbugo beyond its western
constructed cage, if it is to answer the questiohfiumanity. It is such capacity to

transcend particularity that enables philosophrietdize authentic globalization.

Wimmer contends that, the overall representatiah @raracterization of philosophy by
the West ignored other voices. Non-westerners vexauded from the history of
philosophy. Speaking of what necessitated intencailtdialogue and philosophy Adhar
Ram Mall states that, though unanticipated the mgeif different cultures, philosophies
and religions motivated an intensive and reciprattalogue which is inclusive of all.
Philosophy which is of a general essence in whabtitnotes gives us the authority to
speak about interculturality.

Corroborating Mall's argument Wimmer states thatlggophy has to reconstruct its own
ideology so as to enable a genuine interculturadrmanication. It is such reconstruction
that serves as a basis of polylogue. A polylugueoaspared to a dialogue is a different
activity. It is different for it is capable of emtaining multiple voices and participants.
The term “poly itself imply the diversity and tlggantity of the participants. It also
shows that there is a seat for anyone capabletefieg into the conversation. Wimmer
underlines that, doing a polylogue is much more glernthan stating or suggesting it.
Despite such difficulty, it is polylogue that eneblus to experience, understand and use
the thoughts of the other.

Mall in his argument about the relationship amongdtures is against a separatist
approach. In this regard, he contends that, spgakirany pure form of philosophy or
culture is naive. Despite the fact that philosophé@d cultures maintain their unique
aspects influence among them is obvious. “If twimdgh- for example, two cultures or
philosophies-are just different, then they are tdifferent instances of the general

concept. If we take them to be radically differehen we are not entitled to use the same
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general concept for both of them, for they areedédht as cultures and philosophies.”
(Mall, 2000:1)

| think any attempt to show that universal prinegphold should not be done in a way
that it erases irreducible particular truths. Wimme this regard states that, the
philosophers™ attempt to understand and articulaé& understanding of the world is
strongly related to their specific situation. Howevtheir claims tend to be universal.
This basically is a paradox, Wimmer says, given thay have developed their thoughts

and philosophies in a certain language, historyaitigire specific contexts.

One of the main consequences of the increasedmgemticontact of cultures today is the
impossibility of asserting one’s own values as ¢he and only or as the universal.
Wimmer suggested two possible ways out of suchradox. The first one is to search for
a single method of philosophizing that is free pédficities. The other way is the one

that calls for the cultivation of ethnic particutas, and name that “philosophy”.

In opposition to the standards developed by théecemarious cultures and traditions
attempted to develop their own standards with fine @ cultural emancipation. It is
against the universality claim of the West and eesphilosophers that ethnophilosophy
tried to establish itself. Wimmer adds particula@ind separateness in a sense that all
cultures could have their own philosophies will sergahe boundary line between the

convincing and the manipulating, and between lagid rhetoric.

Though ethnophilosophy aimed at emancipating tlotuded, it at the same time tried to
realize this emancipation based on various con@ptanethods of analysis of the West.
Ethnophilosophy, Wimmer says, is a phenomenon wkdchot restricted to a certain

region. It also opposes any transcultural authahigy tries to impose itself on others.

According to Wimmer, some attempts to defend theppery and attack the center
resulted in the formation of other centers. In tlégard he mentions Anta Diop and
Mubabinge Bilolo's attempts to show that Egypt he brigin of Greek (European)
philosophy. Both Diop and Bilolo in a certain wagvacated a similar idea with Hegel

who spoke of Europe as the only center.
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For Wimmer, any deliberate attempt to exclude ewensingle party from a
communication is an extension of Hegel's Eurocemirdor any other centrism. Contrary
to the assumption that there is only one centeetheophilosopher tells us that there are
many centers or in Wimmer's words "Greeces'. Degpi controversy between those
supporting the project of ethnophilosophers andpifogect of Hegel, the standards and
the judge has not yet been selected. Wimmer askstid judge could be concerning

matters of validity.

Wimmer argues that we should continue to use ondsiAs philosophers it is only by
using words that we can show what we mean. Itus that these words are rooted in a
particular cultural milieu and experiences. Desphe prevalence of such contexts
intercultural philosophy in its orientation triee move beyond such particularities
without negating them. Wimmer states: “To philosephin an intercultural orientation
means to be aware of the multitude and diversitthefmany cultures of humankind. At
the same time one does not have to recede invighati Such ways probably will turn out
not to be shown only by occidental thinkers of thest: they will be found in co-

operation rather than in separation” (Wimmer, 20a%:

Furthermore, Wimmer states that, the valuable emsnef different traditions should

have to be built in an all encompassing way sooagedlize their importance to the
present and the future. For him, the intercultymaject is a continuation of European
enlightenment with a different means. The standsndot already set by some and the
judge is not a self- nominated one rather ratigedylogue among traditions is to guide

the direction into which we should go.

According to Wimmer, a realm of cultural interactiovhere “ideal” monologue and
polylogue prevail is untrue in the real world. Téaés no such a thing as influence from
one side, and there is no such mutual dialoguedfeeequalities. So these two models
are unreal in real life situations. In an “idealBlgogue we do not have the notion of
absolute rightness. This is because of the preseha@rious views. This notion of
different views somewhat resembles the idea of @tim@ stories in postmodernism,

though postmodernism did not suggest how thesestshould interact.
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What we can learn from reading the stories of @iy, Wimmer says, is the relativity
of the view points. For instance Kant has beenrpnéted in different ways by various
scholars. Furthermore, given that the history o$tesn philosophy is full of dichotomies,
a historian of philosophy is not the judge herethRas/he should explain and describe

various philosophically significant traditions.

Contrary to the previously prevailing two ways (extes), the universal and the
particular, intercultural philosophy as a new ot&ion brought a third alternative where
none of the previous two completely dominate. Anrswieom a given tradition are no

longer to serve as an absolute answer to the sasstign everywhere. The approach we
have in intercultural philosophy is not merely abocoamparison but it is a situation where

answers are to be decided via as inclusive a pgld@s possible.

Leveling any prior metaphysical judgment of the esthas an impediment to
understanding, Mall states that, understandingother or mutual understanding should
take the first place before any kind of judgmentisTis the typical spirit of

interculturalism.

In Mall, any attempt to understand the other shobé backed up by a genuine
hermeneutics. A genuine hermeneutics is the onedbes not reduce and absorb the
other. Any hermeneutically oriented understandirngctv tries to understand the other by
placing the other in one's own framework is agaamsintercultural understanding. The
type of hermeneutics that Mall favors is analogobermeneutics. Analogous
hermeneutics tries to understand the other withequiring the other to be identical with
oneself. It tries to understand the other usingeshaategories or patterns. “The concept
of “analogous hermeneutics”, which does justicehe present de facto hermeneutic
situation, is neither the hermeneutics of totahtdg, which reduces the other to an echo
of itself and repeats self-understanding in the @afrunderstanding the other, nor that of

radical difference, which makes understanding therampossible” (Mall,2000:16)

Given that reciprocal understanding is the goaintérculturality, any fundamentalist

orientation with different masks is an obstacleittavall tells us that we need to be
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cautious about not confusing intercultural phildsppwith an aesthetic category.
Intercultural philosophy is not an orientation thatmerely obsessed with the non-

western as some critics say.

According to Mall, interculturality is an event witdifferent aspects. Going beyond
language it works as a construct. In connectiothitg we can ask which language is to
be employed here. Given that we have a concerhiddgophers and philosophies from
all over the world, what language are we going $8uOr are all the participants
supposed to know each other's language? If theslespphers are from a certain
background, how are they going to transcend thaitiqularities? One may reply using

rationally convincing arguments.

Do we have only one rationalization for all even®suld not things be rationalized from
different perspectives? If understanding all paksés alone is the goal, would not this
reduce the practical effects of such mutual diadsguShould we not move a step further?
What is the guarantee that the interculturally edren universals will not overcome the
subjective colors of cultures, if having universaithout destructing the particulars is the

goal?

Intercultural philosophy, Mall says, is an attitudenviction and insight. “No philosophy
is the philosophy, and no culture is the cultunectSan insight accompanies all of the
different philosophies and cultures and preventmtifrom absolutizing themselves”
(Mall, 2000:5)

In intercultural philosophy, like in postmodernisthere is no special room left for some
selected groups. An attempt to form hierarchiesragnghilosophies and cultures is also
rejected. In the process of understanding the dteerapproach we follow should be

open, creative and tolerant, and this is what aotéural hermeneutics is.

But, in a society where everyone is not criticall aational enough, how can we let alone
agree, even talk about some topics which peoplencal-negotiable. Can we always

have the openness and tolerance we need so thatlmuriderstanding and dialogue
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would be possible? There are a number of contextshich cultures/people fail to be
open and tolerant.

According to Mall, almost all cultural encountet®®s signs of tension and violence. He
argues that truth claims of absolute nature arkentoAn intercultural society which is
driven by the idea of shared values (unity) withoomnplete sameness is preferable than
merely multicultural society. This is because a tioultural society dreams of static

identity where cultures remain in their purity.

In the overall process of deconstructing Euro-cerattitudes towards many things what
matters most is not the presence of a huge amdunfasmation rather a deep-seated
conviction that either philosophy or culture arebody's exclusive possession . An
attempt to deconstruct Euro-centrism without haveugh an attitude would be less
effective.

Representing a different spirit of emancipatiomtkfze one in the enlightenment period,
intercultural philosophy aims at reconstructing thistorted picture of philosophy. It

needs for the history of philosophy to be rewrittera non Euro-centric way or with an

intercultural orientation. Mall wants us to stiictistinguish having a center from being
centristic. Mall contends that:

Whoever thinks a universal logos, reason, cultptglosophy, and
religion are to be fully and exclusively realizen one particular
tradition-whether European or non-European- does awcept the
independent reality of the other and jeopardizesr@ss-cultural

understanding. Truth is nobody's possession aland, it does not
favor one particular Weltanscauung exclusively. Bailability and

non availability of one ultimate Truth, if therease, go hand in hand
and teach us to be diffident in our claim of possesthe Truth alone.
(Mall, 2000:23)
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I think, assuming philosophy to be the exclusiveparty of some traditions minimizes
the possibility of new envelopments and developsiéntthe area and this by itself
hinders the progress of philosophy by making iduectional and less representative of
the human race. So, contrary to the Eurocentricndaat philosophy is European, Mall's
claim that philosophy is universal in a practicahse is the right way to philosophize and

widen philosophy’s horizon.

In his discussion about the relationship of postenodity and interculturality, Mall
contends that, postmodernity apart from its cekameof diversity failed to give a room
for the overlappings of cultures. Having mentiortledt, Mall suggests, to be genuinely
intercultural any postmodern discourse should césefdeal with the encounters,
contacts and communications of cultures. “Intergalt philosophy as understood here
does not arise from, but strongly supported by stiigt of postmodernity...intercultural
philosophical and postmodern orientations join tbgein their common protest against
the prefix mono-and question not unity or diverdityt unity in face of diversity.” (Mall,
2000:41)

As compared to the skeptical version of postmodgrmihich is the one that magnifies
differences and is skeptical of peaceful agreemehes affirmative postmodernists are
more close to the spirit of interculturality. Théfiranatives acknowledge differences
while working on overlappings. However, Mall's segtion is given without considering

such classification of postmodernists by some stkol

Intercultural philosophy, though important for tbentributions it made, it is not free of
shortcomings. In its commitment to a just commutidca atmosphere, intercultural
philosophy tried to be as inclusive as possiblecdnnection to this, it seems that it
assumed that everyone has got something to say.iBugality, this is not the case.
Cultures vary; some cultures are more advanced e sopics or issues than others. To
explain more, take students in the same classrddaspite their differences in
background all of them might not say something @ivan topic, even if they are given

equal opportunity. Even if they say something,ithportance of what they say is still in
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guestion. However, it should not be forgotten giressing oneself, if meaningful, is an

asset.

The other point that intercultural philosophy fdiléo thoroughly deal with is, the
guestion of standard. By this | mean, for instaneehave said polylogue is to take place
among the participants or the world traditions, #md polylogue is to be led to its goal
by the rational conversation of the participantsit,Bare not we going to face the
guestion, whose rationality? Given that there isamy one reasoning order, how are we
going to transcend such relativism? | say this beean agreement on the instruments to
be employed in our discussions is crucial, soweatan go where we commonly want. If

there is such a desire among the majority!

The direction suggested by intercultural philosopagms hypothetical for some reasons.
First, there are extra-philosophical factors stiprajfecting intercultural orientation or
attitude. As many scholars say, asymmetrical paekations among cultures are one of

the major factors.

| think, given that individuals are the most crli@gents in intercultural interaction and
that we currently have and see careless/irresplensilfuture unconcerned, unconscious,
and less rational individuals, it is difficult taibg the desired change and adjustment of

both the current pattern of cultural interactiond a system change as a whole.

So, things are taking care of themselves rathan ths consciously taking care of them.
This is an era when individuals began to think thay cannot change things they wanted
to. This is a period where both the love of oneasdife and the hatred towards it

reached their climax. People are in a dilemma tmsh what they want.

Furthermore, the realization of an interculturaleotation needs individuals and then
societies very much conscious of the necessitytladmportance of such an orientation.
Additionally, responsibility both for one’s own twde which basically is a huge asset is a
crucial thing to worry about. We also need indiatbuand societies sensitive to their

relationship with others and ponder how they cantrdoute for the better world for
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which we aspire. Though understanding which bdsgiced mutual is so vital in

interculturality, | doubt whether understanding Icbioe where the journey ends.

Though intercultural relation has been and stiliese, intercultural philosophical attitude
or orientation has not yet been the working orderthie existing relation of world

cultures.
3.2. Liberation Philosophy

The significance of the discussion on liberatiofigdophy in this context (in context of
intercultural relations) is related with assessaryl reflecting on the possibility of
intercultural relations; which is free of exclussoand injustices. But, before proceeding
into further discussion of liberation philosophystbetter to see how it began and what it
is all about.

According to Dussel, the critique of conquest d thid 18'c can be considered as the
first implicit liberation philosophy. The philosojglal justification of the first
emancipation was the second phase of liberatiologphy. Dussel states that the third

phase is the one which prevails now.

Furthermore, the first explicit phase took placenfr1969-73, the second phase lasted
from 1973-76, the third phase took place until 1988 the fourth stage is the one which

exits now and is committed to giving response tw peoblems.

By looking at the past colonial situation of theipbery Dussel asks, whether there is a
possibility for the geographical domination of ttenter to come to an end. Can we see a

process of liberation that sets out from the peopfahe periphery?

The philosophy that knows how to ponder this rgalihe de facto
world reality, not from the perspective of the centf the political,
economic or military power but from beyond the fiers of that
world , from the periphery-this philosophy will nbe ideological. Its
reality is the whole earth, for it: for it the “winked of the earth” (who
are not nonbeing) are also real. (Dussel, 1985:10)
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After breaking down the first wave of colonialisnatin American countries and some
colonies of Britain enjoyed a considerable amouhtinolependence. However, this
freedom lasted only until the crisis of the indiadtrevolution has been overcome by
colonialist states. Dussel states that, aroundntite 19"c the presence of sufficient
capital allowed the imperialists to carry on a setoolonial age. The second half of the
19"c was the period in which many other nations weeslenpart of the imperialists’

colonial project.

This process of colonizing was accompanied by varioainings of colonial elites in the
universities of the center. This for Dussel is @etucation” which resulted in denial of
one’s own values, achievements and so on. Dusdslthédse colonized philosophers had
forgotten their past. Colonial philosophers of tperiphery rather than trying to
understand themselves from their past and presamtedness, they wonder about

something that is foreign to them. They began #&tke center as a point of departure.

According to Bartolome De Las Casas, Europeans wgedvays to remove others from
the face of the earth. The first way was by usiggressive ways including unjust wars.
They killed a number of inhabitants of the perigheifter having eliminated those
sections of the society who can march for freedin@y oppressed women sexually and

children pedagogically by indoctrinating them witestern education.

Dussel states that liberation philosophy's pattdrmovement is strongly characterized
by its move beyond any given system and it atterhptproject a new emancipatory
system. Liberation philosophy, for Dussel, alwaygquires who is situated outside the
system, and as alienated and marginalized. Witluimegnments advocating formal

democracy and also within the late capitalism ef¢bnter the rights of the minorities are
big areas of debate and questions have been asked them and their rights. The

problem, according to Dussel, is lack of economunsciousness. The failure of solely
formal democracies lies in their weak economic camssness. This makes their politics
a fantasy. So, any quest for concreteness and iatguee to real problems of the people

in the system needs the combination of economis@onsness with formal democracy.
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....the reality out of which such a philosophy emedrigetoday more
pressing than ever before in its continuous anddmaitig spiral of
underdevelopment: the misery, the poverty, the atgilon of the
oppressed of the global periphery ( in Latin Amayiéfrica, Asia), of
the dominated classes, of the marginalized, of ‘bmor” in the

“center”, and the African-Americans... (Dussel, 1996:

The point of departure of liberation philosophythe periphery. Dussel says, though the
periphery is the point of departure of liberatiohilpsophy the language of liberation
philosophy is the language of the center. In cotioedo this he adds, the slave in revolt

uses the master's language.

Despite the fact that many African countries ankleotcolonized countries won their

political independence around the mid"20their genuine liberation is still in question.
Dussel states that, the question of liberation t@astinued. “Heroes of neocolonial

emancipation worked in an ambiguous political sph&tahatma Gandhi in India, Abdel

Nasser in Egypt, Patrice Lumumba in Congo drearana@ncipation but are not aware
that their nations will pass from the hands of EBngl France, or Belgium into the hands
of the United States of America.” (Dussel, 1985:13)

This new imperialism, according to Dussel, worksheut occupying others’ territories,
without sending armies to someone’s land. Ratherirfiperialist owns, directly or
indirectly, key enterprises of the periphery. Thiebgl capitalist system is always
comfortable for the better off. The periphery opitalism, Dussel says, is suffering under
the imperialism and unjust system created by thekebathe more developed, and the
militarized. Addressing the unjust situation or theffering and exploitation of the

periphery is one of the central concerns of liheraphilosophy.

Liberation philosophy is also concerned about tlaeg of women within the machist(
male constructed and dominated) Totality. Accordinga number of feminists and
liberation philosophers, women within this totalitye represented as an object and

passive while men are subjects and active. Likewieration philosophy is also
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concerned about the issue of homosexuality. Rékiaer imposing ethical norms with an
objective spirit on homosexuals, letting them decigsing their own conscience is
preferred by liberation philosophy. Any coherelieliation philosophy which is against
the domination of women within a male constructetility should not refrain from

going against such an attempt to impose absolitexion of ethics on the other.

The otherness of the other in Dussel is establiste¢cnly in relation to the cosmic or
the physico-living situation but also in relatiantistory. “The other is the alterity of all
possible systems, beyond “the same” which totaliyays is.” (Dussel 1985:43)

What is common to all attempts to totalize is titwy do not respect the history, culture

and exteriority of the other. It tries to place ttker in a totally strange whole.

To totalize exteriority, to systematize alterity,deny the other as the
other is alienation. To alienate is to sell somesnsomething, to pass
it to another proprietor. The alienation of peopiea single individual
makes its victims lose their being by incorporatihgm as a moment,
an aspect, an instrument of another's being ....dwegbof others is
alienated when they are displaced from their owntereand made to

revolve around the center of a totality alien tenth (Dussel, 1985:53)

In connection to the above quotation we can contdvad those cultures which are
dominated by or are imitating western cultures displaced from their own center and
are revolving around a center which is strangdéont This shows the prevalent cultural
alienation of these cultures.

Liberation philosophy, according to Dussel, neeaunl9tioritize the personhood of the
other as the absolute criterion of both ethics meration. Rather than looking to the
situation of the “poor”, the one who are sufferiige hungry, and the one in unjust
system most discourses try to project ideal mogelsraying the being of humans in
various ways. As compared to many different attemjot understand human life,

especially the life of the oppressed, the poor, tieginalized, in general the other,
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liberation philosophy attributed much credit foroeomics or such an attempt heavily

grounds itself on economics.

In this “circuitous route” philosophy describesat ( ethical,
anthropological, ontological and transcendentatlgvthe “reality” of the
misery in which the Latin American peoples find riselves.
“Economics” has a non-substitutable pertinenceabse in it the practical
(politics, erotics, pedagogy, anti-fetishism) ame tproductive relations
(ecological or of design, aesthetic or of art) ax@de concrete” (Dussel,
1996:13)

According to liberation philosophy capitalism is nt@buting many evils both to
humanity and nature. A capitalist baptized systemwags works to make profit
overriding all those goods beyond it and crushimgd which hinder such a profit.
Productivist Stalinism whose criterion was the gitowate of production followed the
same route and it was anti-ecological and anti-lmum&ccording to Dussel, the
ecological movements of the center failed to sedittk between ecology and capitalism

or productive Stalinism.

Liberation philosophy, in its overall attempt tbdrate the other goes beyond the horizon
of economic, political hegemonic setup of the Eceodric aura. It is against an order that
objectifies women and a subject that merely usdar@aas an exploitable source of

accumulation.

This is a painful problematic that produces a wolnydthe daily
anguish of the premature death of the majorityhef people in Latin
America, Africa, Asia, and the excluded so callepharities in the
metropolitan centers of the “North”. This is theilpiophical subject
of the peripheral world, the South: this is thejsabof the philosophy
of liberation...reason of the other, a philosophyakhinas the right to
give its reasons. There is no liberation withoutepting rationality:

but there is no critical rationality without acceygt the interpellation
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of the excluded, or this would inadvertently beyottle rationality of
domination. (Dussel, 1996:36)

Negating the other is excluding the other. Thistimer words is excluding the majority of
humanity. Liberation philosophy being a philosophigh a different point of departure
cannot be a philosophy which imitates the philoseplof the West; rather it tries to be

creative in its attempt to forward a path to lilliena

The deconstructivist orientation of liberation pisibphy puts it along the same line with
postmodernism. The approach followed by liberaphilosophy shows its commitment
to deconstruct western imposed hierarchies.

The idea of liberation entails that there is soneetinbe liberated from something. This
something as we commonly agree is domination. “Datnon is the act by which others

are forced to participate in the system that atefhi¢hem. They are compelled to perform
actions contrary to their historical essence. Datigm is an act of pressure, of force. The
servant obeys out of fear, out of habit.” (Dus$8B5:55)

An attempt to liberate oneself from such dominateaecording to Dussel, could result in
the transformation of domination into repressionclhcould possibly be individual or
psychological. The moment, at which the oppreseatizes that s/he does not need to be
under the state of domination, the dominator tigesmploy various strategies to suppress
her/him. Resistance to peaceful domination resaltgar, which is, according to Dussel,

the ultimate fulfillment of the praxis of dominatio

In his discussion of the notion of the other Dudatds about two kinds of consciences.
The first one is a moral conscience. Such a coneseiés the one which is committed to
the principles of a given system. For example, des,ssomeone who sells products at
most profitable price to make more profit for thempany s/he works in and takes
nothing from the profit has a moral conscience.
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When it comes to the second type of consciencehiBiethical conscience the situation
is different. Ethical conscience in the first pldseone’s ability to listen to the other’'s
voice. Such ability requires one to be atheistiDussel’s words. This is to mean that we
should not be stubborn or have such a view of theng We should not try to absolutize
our metaphysical assumptions and beliefs. Additlgn& is necessary to respect the

other in its otherness. We need to give the otiehbnor that s/he deserves.

Respect is the attitude of metaphysical passivitih which honor is
rendered to the exteriority of the other: it letheys be in their
distinctness. ...it is not respect for the law (whishuniversal or
abstract)... it is respect for someone, for the foeedf the other.
Respect is silence, not the silence of someonehalsanothing to say
(Wittgenstein), but of those who want to listenetgerything because
they know nothing about the other as other. (Dyd$885:59)

Dussel's argument on the possibility of liberatgines a crucial place for the idea of
responsibility. His ideas on responsibility areyeatuch related with real life situations
of both the past and the present. Those who tagonsibility for the poor, for the other,
for the exterior are always to face punishmenteiann from those in power. Those who
argue for a new order are always under pressuresddgays, “responsibility is obsession
for the other; it is like linkage with the otheesteriority; it entails exposing oneself to

traumatization, prison, even death.” (Dussel, 168pb:

Liberation for Dussel is to put oneself out of thgson. Denying the denied and
affirming the history of the person before throwrndil is important. Liberation as praxis

is a quest for a new order, new structure with bemgs and their functions.

The ethos of liberation which is one of the conseyhDussel, in its Dusselian sense is an
aptitude for innovation. Such an aptitude for in@miian emanates from one's
responsibility for the other. The other is not dxeact rather it is a concrete person in a

different situation. The ethos of liberation is aditabout compassion or sympathy rather
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it is all about placing oneself in the pain of théher. This is what Dussel calls

commiseration.

Liberation philosophy as a philosophy aspires teatx new order. As a theory
challenging the given, it sees that marginalizat®mevitable in real life contexts. This
is to mean, even if the poor is liberated from tppression of the global capitalist
system this is not a guarantee that there are dowalh be no oppressions by other

causes.

Historically speaking, many liberation movementsile/Hiberating some could keep
others under the same situation they were in aet evay be worse. Liberation of the
whole of humanity or all the excluded is not achigle. Theoretically we could have
plans of liberating everyone but the problem is mhiecomes to reality, to practice. This
could be seen, | think, both in national and indional cases. In general, the aspiration
for an oppressionless system is difficult to realit sometimes even looks like ideal.

Dussel states that commiseration is a crucial natiadhe ethos of liberation. However, |
doubt the possibility of such a thing in the ecormomrder we live in. How could
someone living in a system that s/he is told te teére of herself/himself be committed

to commiseration?

Economics based analysis of the marginalizatiojusion and objectification of the
other in liberation philosophy necessitated a systhange. | am not contending that this
is wrong in itself. But, such an ambition for at®ys change is difficult to realize given
the current consciousness of individuals, societias$ states. The 2d is more capitalist
than earlier centuries for we have many factorsscbdating the capital based
interactions and the system as a whole. Dusseldifirhas stated how this praxis of
liberation could work. In other words, he has statee various conditions under which
liberation could occur. My point here is that marfythe conditions which he mentioned
and which | have discussed in the previous pageseen too rarely these days. What |
can say based on Dussel's analysis is that thesditioms are not the effects of

something supernatural, they rather need a cehtaman consciousness and are the
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effects of it. It is such consciousness that caulike someone stand for his/her own

liberation.

Apart from all that has been said, liberation pbolphy's analysis of the exclusion,
marginalization and objectification of the othecigser to real life than most analyses on
the same topic. Rather than relying on formal aestnotions or speculations, it tried to
deal with real problems in terms of their real @ausThe relationship among individuals,
groups and states is seen in terms of realisticnam@ concrete terms. This is one of the

immense achievements of liberation philosophy.

Intercultural philosophy which is a new orientationa new attitude, according to some
scholars, failed to see some concrete or extragbihical factors in the relationship of
traditions and cultures; it tried to portray hoveithrelationship should be. In connection
to this, liberation philosophy, though differentiis aims and orientations, can be seen as
an input to a genuine intercultural philosophy.sThH because it brought into light the
part unseen by intercultural philosophy. It tries dee the conditions under which

exclusion occurs.
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CONCLUSION

Modernity, cultural globalization, capitalism arftetconstructs of the West (stories) are
all factors that pushed humanity to sameness. therotvords they are inclined to be
forces of homogenization rather than heterogemnatr hybridization. On the contrary,
postmodernism, cultural relativism, multiculturaisand hermeneutics are in favor
diversity rather than sameness. However, botheddglwo sides are problematic for two
main reasons. First, humanity cannot be expressedsingle model for there are some
factors that hinder such an attempt. Among othexscan mention history, culture and

language.

Second, differences which are magnified to the edhat they are radically different
also create inconsistency for we share a numbénings. We have things in common.
More importantly cultures have been and are intergcThis makes the purity and the
radical difference of cultures impossible. So, $slearch for a point which is inclusive of
both sides while having its own unique aspect wasessary. This task is taken by
intercultural philosophy. Though intercultural pisbphy developed its own new

direction it still is problematic for some reasdrsave mentioned earlier on.

Unless there is a just and fair global system déroultural relations, intercultural
relations would always continue to be under the idatron by some. How are we going
to create such a global system? This is all abbahging the system that is currently

functioning, which | think is something difficulb tdo.

Until the moment that economically inferior natiobgild up their economy and make
their cultural elements and values part of theaneenic development they continue to be
subject to the irresistible forces of other ecorgaity giant nations. | am not saying that
culture is all about economics, but the currentiteipt system has hugely affected the
material cultures of other economically less capatwhtions. The capitalist West is
capable of disseminating its values using its emovoopower. Entering into just

intercultural relations needs two things. First, sleould start to strongly believe in

ourselves and our cultures. Then, we should shatwtk have such cultures to the rest.
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Furthermore, unless we create a link between oyrof&eing (the cultural one) and our
mode of production we remain culturally alienatélchis opens the way for the

assimilation of our cultures by others capableand so.

A mode of production, beyond embracing existingurels, also creates new cultures. For
instance some of the cultures of the West itsefaitures that the mode of production
created. Mode of production helps not only the rilshing of cultures but also the
creation of cultures. I think, this could be seeto iways. First, the creation of these new
cultures could result in the gradual change of frevious values and cultures.
Additionally, it might result in the immediate regkement of the old by the new. This

specifically is true in moments of revolutions.

So, the link we create between our cultural vales our way of production could in a
certain way enable us to maintain and develop autures, and save them from
dominations coming from such directions. Additidpalt is when we actualize such a
link that we can engage in intercultural relatiorf®ose rules and conditions could be fair
to all. Unless there is an overall change of gl@zanomic order this is the better option

that cultures have to save themselves from the mhtioin of others.

I would like to say a couple of points on this oatiof intercultural relations. My first
reflection is about the role of science and tecbgwl Most of the scientific narratives we
live by and the technological products we use apenfthe economically developed
nations. Their economic power has helped them tddmeinant in many other areas of
life. In addition to this, | thought that, even tigh the economically less capable nations
continue to be receivers of the products of theneooc giants, they still could have the
type of society and culture they need. But, thismpossible for these products of the
economically developed nations hugely affect ouciety and culture. Furthermore,
people, in addition to their contact with other pleoalso make contacts with products
which could affect their lives. So, this makes tleed for the type of society you want
less realizable. All these arguments are meartdw gshe extent to which cultures of the
world are threatened by the mode of productionf@me homogenization is moving fast

and unnoticed.
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Not to be centristic is good. Such a position keapsfrom arrogance, unnecessary
conflict and also helps us to develop a cultur¢éotdrance. When we realize that we are
not the only possessors of truth, then we will @awoom for the truth claims of others.
Though one cannot certainly say there is no oneetexcluded, theoretically speaking,
non centristic positions are liberated and libegfpositions. First, you go beyond your

own box, and second you see others not as objettsipart of the whole.

Though you are not centrstic and acknowledge tiexetare multiple centers, in reality,
you may see some excluding and dominating otherBhe important point is,

understanding the structures under which such datioim occurs. | suggest that strong
belief in what we call "ours’ is vital. A deep umstanding of one's own culture and

history is crucial. If not the possibility to egsdive up is high.

Basically, the exclusion of some by others is nletags external. Those in power,
domestically, for some purposes, could marginalee;lude and oppress others. So,
under such conditions, let alone intercultural tietaof such cultures with others, even
their very being is in question. They need libematimore than being in a certain
relationship with others. They may not even hawedburage to talk with others for they

are dehumanized.

One of the main points that | would like to raigerelation to intercultural relations is
that, a number of cultures today are threatenedhbyhomogenizing tendency of the
western cultures, and some have lost their originlilires. Given that this is the case the
intercultural relations we could have simply wié between members of the same family
with insignificant differences. This by itself mmizes the possibility of fruitful
intercultural relations. The broadening of the honi of philosophy and culture is least

likely in this case.

Philosophical thinking is an enlightened thinkinggrcultural philosophy too. Given that
intercultural philosophy as a new orientation inlggophy provides us with a number of
technical tools that enable us to think criticallyout ourselves and others; it is something

that everyone should be aware of. Guiding oneaticel with others cannot totally be a
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matter of natural thinking (discourse unmediatddis is to mean, familiarity with the

various discourses of intercultural philosophyrisctal.

However, such topics in most cases do not reachmagrity. They remain around
certain intellectual circles. The philosopher andche others could be familiar with such
thoughts, but not the majority. | am not sayingrgbedy puts into action what s/he
knows. However, we cannot deny the contributionswfh discourses. For the reason
that knowledge has done a lot to us, we cannotrgasculturally oriented attitude could
be brought by natural thinking alone. Thereforeyilg a world whose majority of
inhabitants are committed to interculturality coutda certain way be hindered by this

factor.

Intercultural philosophy beyond imposed homogemraand radical heterogeneity is
close to hybridization. The various centers worietber to understand each other and
learn from each others™ experience. | think whatingletermined in such cases is that
which culture is to outweigh others, and to whidhtee values and cultures people are
more attracted. Hybridization might not always &ty contain the elements of the
participant cultures. But, it is still hybridizatio Hybridization, if not done properly,
could result in some negative changes in one ditgem other words, we will get closer

to the other than ourselves, if we take much frbendther and vice versa.

I do not think that homogenization is a good optionit in certain sense would be the
technical colonization of the majority by the feWhough our choice to conform to a
given model is a factor for our assimilation, soofi@ur choices are limited choices. In
one way or the other the homogenizing tendencyestrdctive for it eliminates many of
the rainbows of humanity. The countless referemoesnake for a given topic from the
catalogue of human diversity will vanish, if homagetion is realized in its full scale.

On the other side, limiting oneself in one’s owmizan is also impossible and unwise.
Thinking of oneself as radically different is insistent for there are things common to

us.
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The presence of a rational, critical, and cultyralhistorically and economically
conscious society determines the possibility okaugne intercultural relation. A society
which is not conscious of its own culture, histaapd economic situation cannot

successfully make up itself and be in a certaiati@h with others.

The attempt to have genuine intercultural rela&i@ possible among societies having
such consciousness. | think this is a vital poptwhich someone could win over the
homogenizing tendency and also move a step awam ftee notion of radical
incommensurability. Forces of homogenization are stmng as compared to the
hybridizing tendencies. However, the way to effeethybridization is not completely
blocked. So, as | have discussed it earlier on,nacidment and responsibility to one’s
own values is one of the foundations to be in a gmmmunication with other
equivalents. In connection to this, | strongly beé that cultural education at different
levels in schools could create a certain conscessnCultural education which is non-

centristic but sensitive to one’s own history ahehtity is crucial.
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