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Preface

This volume is the result of our global “Transcultural Caravan” essay
competition that took place in autumn 2015. The Transcultural Caravan
is a project initiated and operated by the Leadership Excellence Institute
Zeppelin | LEIZ, encouraging research, a worldwide dialogue and the
spread of sustainable ideas which support the development of globally
accepted norms of socially responsible behavior. The role of leadership
in this process is crucial. We, therefore, asked young researchers and stu-
dents from all over the world to reflect on values and capabilities which
would allow leaders to contribute to the creation of transcultural values.
We received a huge number of essays many of which focus upon current
issues. Consequently, the debate about the ongoing refugee crisis which
may be regarded as a new type of mass migration industrial nations are
not capable to deal with, takes a prominent place. Further key topics are
political disputes and economic challenges arising from failed collabora-
tion between nation states, and their transcultural solutions. The third focus
is on challenges resulting from the global operations of organizations.
Past leadership approaches have particularly dealt with mono-cultural
intra-organizational issues. The age of industrialization was the context
within which these approaches arose and within which they have been
applicable. Today organizations face multi-cultural settings not only de-
termined by these organizations’ cultures but also by various national
cultures. Traditional leadership profiles must be amended to include cul-
tural sensitivity, productive communication and cooperation competence
as well as the ability to “feel the societal pulse” — and react to a set of
different expectations in a way that respects local cultural norms while
still complying with international normative imperatives. Being per-
ceived as a responsible actor that complies not only with national law and
regulation but works legitimately in different cultural and socio-economic
settings is the new leadership challenge. To avoid moral heroism, a basic
set of globally accepted ethical and legal rules for economic activity is
needed. The development of global institutions covering this need is still
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in its infancy and demands for a global and universal commitment by
business, politics, and society worldwide. Global projects facing politi-
cal, social or economic stress require cooperation between institutions,
aiming at the development and formation of shared values and a shared
notion of the “right thing to do” in the social, economic and political
spheres. A socio-cultural learning process covering these points will fur-
ther support the formation of a generally applicable standard. Transcul-
tural ideals, as well as the idea of a World Ethos, serve as a common
bond in decision-making processes on such crucial issues.

There is a gap in Leadership Theory regarding the transcultural per-
spective, especially in light of varying perceptions and understandings of
leadership styles and concepts when placed in the contexts of different
cultures. The questions arising therefrom concern, inter alia, the moral
traits, values, and forms of behavior required of transcultural leaders.
Other important topics are the differences and commonalities between
economic, political and civil-society organizations. Transculturalism rep-
resents the idea that there are traits common to all human societies such
as empathy and inclusive rationality which are the prerequisites of a
learning process facilitating cooperation.

We highly appreciate the various submissions from all over the world
dealing with these topics and want to thank all authors for their outstand-
ing contributions. All submissions underwent a rigorous selection pro-
cess. Additionally, we want to thank all reviewers for their efforts during
the selection processes as well as the valuable feedback they provided.
The book is introduced by a conceptual discussion of the relevance of
transculturality for organizational management. After this introduction,
the essays will provide insights into current transcultural issues in poli-
tics, economics and civil society.

We hope that through our project we stimulate the debate about the
need for a new type of leadership based on a transcultural approach. This
will contribute to face the challenges of our current century and find so-
lutions to them. The debate is in its infancy and so we are looking at a
growing field of research with excellent future perspectives.

Josef Wieland
Klaus M. Leisinger
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Part I

Conceptual
Introduction






Transculturality and
Economic Governance

Josef Wieland

L Transculturality and economic theory

Transculturality has been an important topic in philosophy, the humani-
ties and social science for quite some time. Driving this phenomenon
from the start has been the globalization of economic cooperation, the
production of goods and services and their exchange around the globe by
people that were socialized in differing societies and cultures. As early as
the 1930s, the American sociologist Robert E. Park noted that “In the
long run, however, peoples and races who live together, sharing in the
same economy, inevitably interbreed, and in this way if in no other, the
relations which were merely co-operative and economic become social
and cultural” (Park, 1950, p. 354). Park views the related migration “ab-
stractly as a type of collective action” (ibid., p. 350), that gives rise cul-
turally to “the marginal man” who straddles the border, simultaneously
living in different, occasionally even strictly opposed, cultures. The man
on the border learns how to handle cultural difference, and this process of
acculturation begins on the border between two different cultures: where
he is “never quite willing to break” with his old culture but “not quite ac-
cepted” in his new one (ibid., p. 354). In this being situated “in between”,
engaged in the continual attempt to fuse cultural difference, arises trans-
cultural competence that leads to a new, dynamic equilibrium and a re-
fined skill at living a civilizing life." “The Marginal Man is concerned
finally and fundamentally less (...) with a personality type, than with a
social process, the process of acculturation.” (ibid., p. 376) This process

"' See Park, 1950, p. 345ff.



14 Josef Wieland

of acquiring a culture, if successful, leads to a consensus on the character
of societal transactions.

“There can be no culture except where there is some consensus. Con-
sensus is a matter of understanding. It is transmitted through commu-
nication, through example and through participation in a common life.
It is not merely habit. The term consensus, for the time being, had best
remain loosely and tentatively defined” (ibid., p. 17).

In contrast to Park’s “Marginal Man” as a dynamic social process of col-
lective action — whom I quote from extensively here because he will ac-
count for a substantial part of this article’s theoretical perspective — phil-
osophical and cultural studies to date have been interested in transcultur-
ality more from a perspective of individual or collective identity building.
Together with Dominik Fischer (2016, in this volume), I have occupied
myself with some aspects of this discussion, especially that of its compat-
ibility with theory building in organizational economics. The delibera-
tions to the following thoughts, however, will only seldom refer explicitly
to these studies and also abstain from dealing with the identity building
perspective.

Building on Park’s reflections and looking at transculturality through
the economist’s lens, I will develop it as a productive resource and an
informal institution for cooperative economic value creation. It is my
view that, to date, economists have not occupied themselves with the
transculturality phenomenon, even though, as indicated, it already plays
an important role in global value chains. The ongoing discussion about
the influence of culture on the performance of economies and their or-
ganizations has treated values, norms, traditions and so forth as informal
institutional conditions for action” that can have a bearing on how uncer-
tainty is dealt with or the repute in which an organization is held. From
an organizational economics standpoint, Benjamin E. Hermalin (2013,
p. 433f., p. 458) models culture as a business asset that affects a firm’s
operations. From the perspective of a theory of the governance of eco-
nomic transactions, which, indeed, underlies and informs the argument
presented here, transculturality is an individual or collective resource
that, as an element and an institutional condition of local and global co-
operation, allows the productive handling of cultural diversity and the

2 See North, 1990; 1991; Williamson, 1973; 1979; 1985; 2000; 2002.
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curbing of its potential destructiveness. In the era of globalization, I view
this as a non-trivial aspect that may also be of interest for philosophical
consideration and for the Cultural Studies.

1I. Prosocial behavior and moral evolution

The 17 Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs) and associated 169 “tar-
gets” of the United Nations Agenda 2030 can be distilled to a simple
overall goal: “Transforming our World.” They are seen as “a Universal
Call to Action to Transform our World beyond 2015 (United Nations,
2014, p. 3) addressed to all actors of the national and international socie-
ties. According to the UN, achieving the economic, political, and ecolog-
ical targets and sub-targets depends in the final analysis on the world’s
populations, relying on “empathy and enlightened self-interest,” (ibid.,
p. 5), to be prepared “to fulfil their political and moral responsibilities”
(ibid., p. 7). The corresponding moral responsibilities are concentrated in
values such as human rights, dignity, equality, justice, and sustainability.
It is a challenge issued not least to economic actors, especially corpora-
tions, to mobilize their resources, innovative capability, and entrepre-
neurism in cooperation with politics and civil society.

This article is not about the 17 targets and 169 sub-targets, but instead
discusses the underlying assumption that there is in fact a global, univer-
sal consciousness of the existence of, and membership in, a collectively
shared world (“our world””) whose moral values are similarly accepted as
a transcultural cosmopolitan moral culture. But there can be no doubt that
this notion, even if desirable and realistic, would be the future result of a
process spanning several epochs, not an already existing precondition for
this process. Veteran practitioners in the field of intercultural manage-
ment are even more skeptical: “It is our belief that you never understand
other cultures” (Trompenaars & Hampden-Turner, 2012, p. 1). Leaving
that aside, we can assert that at present, the starting points for discussion
and practical action are, for one thing, people’s belonging to nations and,
for another thing, cultural diversity in the conceptualization and signifi-
cation of values. But the notion of a collective world does not necessarily
have to manifest itself in shared moral values: empathy and actors’ en-
lightened self-interest — which the Agenda 2030 authors presumably re-
gard as anthropological constants ready to be invoked — may also explain
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it. It happens that in recent years the discussion about an anthropological-
ly enlightened universality of moral behavior showed that, if an undue
anthropomorphism is to be avoided, a conceptual differentiation is called
for at the point where the “moral behavior” of animals — for instance,
when it comes to the organization and division of food and the care of
orphans (calculated reciprocity, cooperative ways of conflict resolution,
and communal behavior) — crosses over into that of human beings.” Then
it becomes a matter of animal/human differences like “moral behavior /
moral action,” “prosocial behavior / morality”, “instrumental learning /
reasoning ability” or “conditioned benefit calculus / sense of guilt” and
this is a discussion that appears far from being concluded.” But the idea
of an evolutionary development of moral capacity and human morality
still allows for the hypothesis that the capacity for empathy and of calcu-
lation of self-interest, that includes the interests of others has proven it-
self evolutionarily in diverse human cultures, since without the formation
of this capacity a sustained cooperation between people even in the
smallest groups (family, clan, tribe, etc.) would hardly be conceivable.
Accordingly, morality and its ethical foundation would constitute a civi-
lizatory learning process that has always accompanied humanity’s devel-
opment and is driven and made possible by the actualized human poten-
tial’ for empathy and inclusive rationality. This, in any event, will form
the starting point of the following reflections which link to the Agenda
2030.

Thus it is not globally shared values, but the potential prosocial capac-
ities for empathy and inclusive rationality that in the first instance pro-
vide mankind with a common civilizatory bond. Global cooperative pro-
jects like the SDGs but also cooperation between enterprises lend the
actualization of this possibility a target, namely the development of a
shared notion of the political, economic, and moral ordering of the world
as learning processes. This evolutionary process also encompasses, albeit
always in a fragile manner, the development of a repertoire of common

3 See, for example, Frans de Waal 2014: ‘The bonobo and the atheist’ and Jessica
Flack & de Waal 2000: ‘Any animal whatever’ and the controversy surrounding
this essay.

4 See 2008, Journal of Consciousness Studies, 7(1-2).

> Not necessarily by genetically endowed disposition: This is Paul J. Zak’s argu-
ment, 2008, p. 276.
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understandings of the situational significance of values — a way of behav-
ing and acting that rests on a specific ethos — which, in other words, can-
not always be assumed as given and as stable, but instead have to be con-
tinually brought to bear and to be learned with regard to practical trans-
actions. Humanity’s shared moral bond consists of universal capabilities
and successful local consensus. It is not a metaphysical universal, but a
discursive process of practical learning. Thus comes into being the con-
cept of an instrumental-rational economy and the latter’s metaphysical,
political, and ethical embeddedness in Greek thought in what is a dis-
course spanning centuries which, from the Homeric ethos to the Sophistic
techne and Platonic form of knowledge, gave rise to and discarded the
various ways of thinking about economic activity and its moral dimen-
sion.’

Armed with these two assumptions about the universality of prosocial
capabilities (empathy, inclusive rationality) and the evolutionary genera-
tion and temporal effectiveness of moral values in specific, local, practi-
cal situations, I now turn to the topic of cultural diversity of global action.

1II. Cultural difference and transculturality

Learning processes are themselves expressions and implementations of a
culture that knows how to handle, either by adaptation or innovation, the
diversity of information and communication in the environment of human
action and behavior. Below I will not parse cultural diversity as a demar-
cation of spaces (defined as nations, organizations, etc.) or identities (de-
fined as traditions, ways of life, etc.) or as practices or norms (defined as
law, morality, etc.), because doing so would neglect the opposite of each
difference. Anyone who talks of national culture ignores subnational varie-
ty; whoever deals with intercultural difference obscures commonalities;
whoever brings into focus value differences neglects shared performance,
cooperation, and communication values.” Beyond that, it is important to
remember that reciprocal exchange, notions of utility, rules of sociability,
common courtesy, cultural practices such as music and dance and so

% On this topic of the emergence of the economy as a separate sphere of economic
activity from Greek antiquity’s philosophical discourse see: Wieland, 2012, also
Wieland, 2010 the literature cited there.

7 For this perspective, see Antweiler, 2011, p. 46ff.; Appiah, 2005, p. 125.
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forth are “pancultural universals” (Antweiler, 2011, p. 99) of social learn-
ing processes. They are universal not with regard to their local diversity
but with regard to their function as structures governing human inter-
actions that permit humans to enter into a learning process in the first
place. Kwame A. Appiah (2007, p. 82) termed it the diversity of “deeply
ingrained” practices and customs and concluded from this “that in the
vocabulary of evaluative languages of all cultures there is sufficient over-
lap to make starting a conversation possible”. In this situation of a begin-
ning, so Appiah, the aim is not arriving at a consensus but “getting used
to each other” (ibid., p. 105) and, in so doing, also to an ineluctable reality
and, further, to the possible productivity of cultural difference.

It should already be clear at this point in the argument that the under-
standing of transculturality presented here ought not be equated with either
a radical cosmopolitanism® or with an individualistic-instrumental ver-
sion of intercultural management.’

Cosmopolitanism can be construed as a personal ethos, as the basis for
a political world order, or as methodological paradigm of transnational
research,'® but in contemporary debate it figures “not as a normative cat-
egory or concrete achievement but as a state rooted in experience, open-
ended, and always precariously subject to reversal” (Tihanov, 2012, p. 99).
In contrast, interculturality starts with the assumption that with globaliza-
tion the idea of “one world” has achieved ascendancy vis a vis the actual-
ly existing “many worlds,” (Held, 2013, p. 22), but, in spite of this, the
individual has “no access to one world by circumventing the difference
between home world and foreign world.” (ibid., p. 26) Intercultural per-
spectives are determined by the experience-based differentiation between
I/We and the Others. This difference of the Other can be comprehended
or not, tolerated or rejected, but in either case the continuation of the dif-
ference and not the development of similarity is the point of reference for
cultural learning in the world of intercultural management. Trompenaars
& Hampden-Turner (2012) likewise emphasize this “viewpoint” (p. 243f.)
and attempt instead to develop a training program aimed at “Reconciling

¥ On this, see for example, Welsch, 1994; 1999; 2011.
? See Hofstede, 1984; Warner, 2012.

1 For this differentiation and a good overview of the discussion, see: Tihanov,
2012, p. 78.
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Cultural Dimensions™"". It is consistent that they sort their approach un-
der “transcultural leadership” (p. 2) that in turn is based on “transcultural
competences” (p. 355).

Both cosmopolitanism (homogenization) and interculturalism (differ-
ence) are, in the final analysis, concepts of cultural identity-building for
individual actors that feed on a difference of spaces. While the latter re-
fers, for example, to nations or organizations as source and manifestation
of difference, cosmopolitanism overcomes this multiplicity and differ-
ence of spaces by seemingly only proclaiming one space, namely the One
World of all citizens. But since all spaces entail borders, in the cosmopol-
itan debate the question about this space or these spaces, e.g. about dif-
ference is merely shifted into extraterrestrial or interstellar dimensions.

One result of these reflections is the finding that the values of the
SDGs and Agenda 2030 that are presumably shared, such as human
rights, equality, dignity, justice or sustainability, can be understood in at
least two ways: Either quite simply as cosmopolitan “common values”
and “globally shared values” of humanity and the world community as
such'? or else as markers for intercultural differences on which transcul-
tural work can and must be brought to bear so that substantial notions of
“transforming our world” can be formed in the first place. This relates
both to the process of transformation and the contentual determination of
that which we want to grasp as “One World”. The latter is the position
reflected by the transculturalism represented here. Transculturality ex-
cludes neither the cosmopolitan nor the intercultural perspective, nor is it
the extension of interculturality into, or its dissolution in, cosmopolitan-
ism. It stands in an orthogonal relation to both, namely, as learning pro-
cess for the relationing of different cultural identities and perspectives. It
is not a form of identity or performs the demarcation of a space (or annuls
such a demarcation); rather, the prefix “trans” designates the relation, the
creation of a connection, the building of a bridge between “real intercul-
tural interaction patterns” (Antweiler, 2011, p. 125; although he is skepti-
cal of this) in social interactions through ongoing processes of learning.

' See Trompenaars & Hampden-Turner 2012, chapter 13.

12 For this interpretation, see Kim, 1999, the UN documents referred to here, such
as Kiing, 1996, or the Common Framework for the Ethics of the 21st Century by the
UNESCO Universal Ethics Project.
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Transculturality, in the definition I present here, is both resource and
institutional prerequisite for effective, efficient local and global coopera-
tion. As an ongoing learning process, it is an informal governance struc-
ture for relationing distinct perspectives to which it refers reflexively.
Transculturality permits organizing diversity’s potential productivity and
is simultaneously an informal governance structure for containing the
potential destructivity of diversity. It is this definition that I will explain
and develop further in the next section.

1V. The world society and transculturality

The SDGs with their political and moral reference to a world shared by
all people (“our world”) imply, as I noted earlier, a conception of a cos-
mopolitan space, termed the “planet” in the documents, quite simply: the
Earth. This reflects the results to date of the process of globalizing politi-
cal, cultural, and economic interactions that have led to the “growth of a
transborder exchange and reorganization of the space* that made the con-
tainer model of the nation-state appear as “only conditionally viable.”
(Mau, 2007, p. 26). Global value chains, communications, media, the
sciences, standardized consumer preferences, architecture, cultural events
and fashions, just to name a few, together crystallize into a “transcultural
sphere” that long ago left the national contexts behind (Brand, 2015). At
the same time, let it be said that the overwhelming share of political, cul-
tural, and economic transactions takes place within and between regions
and nation-states. The emergence of “atopic societies,”" the accelerating
“dissolution of boundaries between social environments” lead to “com-
pacted social spaces” (Mau, 2007), to institutionalized and relatively
stable, structured transnational spaces in which the “distinction between
inside and outside” (ibid., p. 42) no longer applies. Hence, the decisive
facet of globalization would not be denationalization, but new “communi-
ties, communications, forms of exchange and interactions between nation-
states” (ibid., p. 38). In the political realm, for example, this would be the
European integration project; in the economic realm, it would be the rapid
development of the number and importance of transnational corpora-

13 See Wilke, 2001.
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tions,'* which, as distinct from multinationals, organize their manufactur-
ing, sales, research and development and the like in several countries and
integrate them strategically on a global scale. They are networked organ-
izations with a common strategy and local operations.

John W. Burton (1972) coined the term “world society” for this, defin-
ing it as “a society that comprises people everywhere, who know of one
another, and who in most cases trade and communicate with one another”
(ibid., p. 32). The world society, according to Burton, rather than being
an administratively integrated unit, instead is made up of networks of
interacting individuals and organizations, of networks of cooperating
actors equipped with resources that can be brought to bear on joint pro-
jects for mutual advantage. The world’s globalization, therefore, cannot
be grasped as adding-up of nation-states but as transactional relationships
made visible. “These global societies are taking shape in addition to, not
instead of the national societies to which we belong” (ibid., p. 51). Ac-
cording to Burton, the basic unit of the networked world society consists
of “transactions and links that exist” (ibid., p. 35). To comprehend glob-
alization and the development of a world society as the institutionaliza-
tion and organization of the relationing of transactions has far-reaching
consequences for cultural issues which I would like to address next.

Culture is an “elastic concept” (Meyer, 2005, p. 23) defined in a myriad
ways. One of the first concept proposed by Edward B. Tylor (1889) strikes
me as paradigmatic. It holds that culture is “a complex whole which in-
cludes knowledge, belief, art, morals, law, custom, and any other capabil-
ities and habits acquired by a man as a member of society” (ibid., p. 1).
Here, culture is conceived in terms of identity — and difference theory as
individually adopted through socialization and thereby constitutes, con-
firms, and perpetuates demarcated spaces for action (nation, organization,
religions, and so forth). The study of the theory and practice of intercul-
turality is based on this conceptual understanding of culture and that con-
sequently makes its paradigm one of belonging and of difference.”” In
Western cultures, therefore, understanding and tolerating cultural differ-
ence are the object of intercultural management, which, however, implies

' According to the United Nations Conference on Trade and Development, there
are 82,000 transnational enterprises (Bundeszentrale fiir politische Bildung, 2010).
15 See Hofstede, 1984; Trompenaars & Hampden-Turner, 2012; Warner, 2012.
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the affirmation and perpetuation of difference.'® Intercultural manage-
ment thus is an element in transcultural management but not its systematic
reference point, since transcultural management is concerned with creat-
ing a common cultural bond by interconnecting various identities and
cultural spaces if it is to achieve the ultimate goal of durably institution-
alizing successful cooperation and its accompanying learning processes.
If global society’s transculturality, therefore, cannot take theories of iden-
tity as its starting point but must be conceived of as an element of the
process of relationing transactions, it seems reasonable to use governance
economics to grasp culture as an informal institution and productive re-
source that constrains and facilitates transactions.'” In this way, institu-
tions represent not just cultural regulators (values, norms, law, and so on)
of social interactions and intelligible forms of social organization, but are
themselves manifestations of culture. They are congealed theoretical and
ideological social discourses, underlying theoretical and ideological as-
sumptions that make desired and unpenalized actions possible.'® “Culture
includes the institutional models of society itself” (Meyer, 2005, p. 29).
Integrity is surely a value of Western culture geared toward expecting
forms of behavior in social interactions such as honesty, candor, rectitude
and the like. However, in this sense, it also expresses a conception of
society that assumes social activity between free and self-determining
individuals takes place as an exchange process that would be undermined
by the absence of integrity. To label this on the one hand ontological and
on the other hand meaning-generating aspect of culture, Meyer (ibid.,
p. 29f)) differentiates between a “narrow” (values, etc.) and “broad concept
of culture” (generating meaning through theories and ideologies): “Insti-
tutionalizing thus means establishing connections that, on the one hand,
organize actions and, on the other hand, anchor them in steadily growing
cultural theories and ideologies™ (ibid., p. 46). This makes culture as in-
stitution an element in a process of rationalization and civilization, a pro-
ject for which John W. Meyer coined the “world polity” concept (ibid.,
p. 34) and which he expects to lead to an evolving world culture deter-
mined by the West. We put these questions aside and instead attempt once
more to distill a definition of transculturality from the discussion to date.

' See also Trompenaars & Hampden-Turner, 2012, Ch. 1.
17 See North, 1990, 1991; Williamson, 1973; 1979; 1985; 2000; 2002.
'8 See Wieland, 1996, p. 75.
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In Park’s sense, transculturality is a process of relationing different
cultural identities. By itself, it is not a form of identity, but an element of,
and a prerequisite for, effective governance of local and global transac-
tions. In this sense, transculturality is always also a necessary element in
“institution building”. It does not constitute a space but aims instead to
make cooperation by culturally diverse individual and collective actors
institutionally and organizationally possible. Of course, that does not
mean that transcultural transactions do not occur in a space, yet it does
mean that not the space and the multiplicity of identities are the reference
points for transculturality but that a definable, specific transaction whose
completion requires cooperation between culturally diverse resources is
instead. This causes a change of perspective: The point is no longer over-
coming or neutralizing cultural difference, but about the discursive, co-
operative discovery and creation of those cultural commonalities that are
necessary for precipitating cooperation between actors participating in a
transaction, and for having it succeed. This interactive, social generating
of commonalities can rely on behavior rooted in human nature and is
stabilized by adaptive governance structures for continued execution of
the respective transaction. If this succeeds over time, transculturality
leads to institution building in the networks of global society, that is, to a
mutual understanding of the sense and legitimacy of a given transaction
(Meyer, 2005, p. 29).

In the next section, I will enlarge upon this thought using the example
of the transcultural management of corporations.

V. Transcultural management and corporate governance

Elsewhere, I have developed some basic elements of transcultural man-
agement as the management of values by a corporation (Wieland, 2010a,
2010c). I describe it there as an “ongoing learning process for individuals
and organizations that takes place in day to day business operations”
(Wieland, 2010a, p. 213). It is during this learning process that the organ-
ization’s transcultural competencies develop along with those of the or-
ganization’s members’ with regard to executing the organization’s trans-
actions. For business organizations, the learning process generating the
“transcultural skills” resource cannot confine itself to managing multiple
national cultures. Transculturality here does not exhaust itself by dealing
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with conflicting global values. Beyond that, it must take into account the
similarities and differences of individual value systems, of existing pro-
fessional and corporate cultures. The question is what influence they exert,
individually and by their interaction, on the organizational culture and
hence on the execution of corporate transactions. The following figure
illustrates these interrelationships.

Figure 1: Transactions in the network of diversity
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This network of cultural diversity made up of individuals and organiza-
tions processes both elements of cultural homogeneity and also cultural
difference. National cultures, corporate cultures, occupational cultures
and individual value cultures are distinguished both by an inclusive and a
delimiting character. With regard to the execution of its transactions,
every organization is therefore characterized by a specific relation be-
tween cultural homogeneity and intercultural difference, which repre-
sents a temporary cultural equilibrium that is the outcome of a transcul-
tural learning process. I will clarify these relationships with the following
figure.
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Figure 2: Organizational cultural equilibriums and
transcultural learning
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The straight lines Tl;, Tl, and Tl; denote the different strategic orienta-
tions of a corporation with respect to its cultural learning process. While
in Tl, an equally divided mix of homogeneity (Ch;,3) and difference
(Id; 2,3) is sought (Ok; »), with strategy T1; a more pronounced homogeni-
zation (OK3) is the aim and with Tls it is a greater emphasis on difference
(Oky). With Ok;.4 a temporary and fluctuating equilibrium comes about.
The corridor of accepted divergences from this dynamic equilibrium
which is not sustainable in practice, is shaded grey. As Trompenaars &
Hampden-Turner (2012, p. 37) correctly state, fluctuation is a dimension
of culture: “cultures dance”. As long as a corporation or indeed any other
kind of partnership acts within this corridor of accepted divergences, a
change or adaptation of the transcultural management’s strategic orienta-
tion is not necessary. These divergences can have various causes. For
example, a corporation’s expansion of its business activity into other
markets will precipitate less cultural turbulence in the organization than
globalizing its supply chain through its own investment and long-term
cooperation with partners. Equally, an altered business model (for in-
stance, from car manufacturer to provider of sustainable mobility) will
have a different effect on the culture than the M&A process that may
accompany it or the establishment of a global joint venture. Precisely in
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these specificities lies the reason why transcultural management reflex-
ively relates to the governance of specific transactions. It is a practice
arena in which a continual learning process takes place whose equilibri-
um is always only temporary and never static.

With that, the problems of the governance structure’s adaptivity and
of the learning metric assume decisive importance. In Figure 3 below we
first assume, in keeping with the St. Gallen management model, that at a
given point in time an equilibrium prevails between the strategy, the
structure, and the culture of an organization." If next we accept that a
corporate strategy can be changed in one year (t=1), the rearrangement of
the organizational structures and processes that apply to it may take two
years (t=2). However, changing a corporate culture is variously estimated
to take between six and fifteen years (t=6—15)*", so that here we have a
situation where strategy, structure, and culture are not congruent, a condi-
tion which the transcultural learning process and its organization in a
value management system as a fitting governance structure aims to
bridge temporally. (t=2).

Figure 3: Strategic management and transcultural learning
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1 See Bleicher, 1992.
20 See Kieser, 1986.
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Should this learning process not achieve a new dynamic equilibrium — and
this is not infrequently the result of M&A processes and the establish-
ment of international or global joint ventures — the transformation risks
failure due to a lack of transcultural competence.?' The same holds for a
corporation that fails to recognize the crucial importance of transcultural
management and does not manage diversity at all or inadequately. To be
sure, failure is only one possible outcome; added for the duration of an
unsuccessful integration of strategy, organization, and culture is the non-
realization of the hoped for productive synergies and the costs incurred
due to lack of success in stemming of the potential destructive effect of
diversity. Inversely, one means for realizing the economic cooperation
rent is a systematic diversity management which, from the transcultural
perspective, has to proceed specifically from the premise that the shared
cultural bond does not automatically reside in a corporation’s proclaimed
values (Code of Ethics, Code of Conduct) but rather in the prosocial abil-
ity of its leadership and personnel to work out a repertoire of shared under-
standing of situational meanings and of generally accepted consequences
of practicing values. Precisely this is the task of diversity management. It
therefore must start with a “thin” interpretation of values that, in the
course of the transcultural learning process, can develop into “thicker” or
tauter meanings.22 Thus, for example, the initial, globally applicable ver-
sion of the value of “diversity” will be understood as merely meaning a
“preference for heterogeneity” by the corporation and its members,
while, when it comes to implementing this value in the daily operations
of the enterprise, we can accept national, regional, e.g., local diversity,
hence a “local mindset.” Equal career opportunities for women, inclusion
of the disabled, non-discrimination of sexual orientations, religious toler-
ance, and the like will be possible parallel local implementation strategies
for the “diversity” value so long as this multitude of local interpretations
is communicated and aired within the corporation. This is why informa-
tion, communication, discussion, monitoring and reporting are the fun-
damental building blocks of transcultural learning. What the organization
and its members learn in the process is, first, that they have a shared
preference for diversity; second, that there are different local priorities in

2! See Li et al., 2001; Park & Ungson, 1997.
2 On differentiating between thin and thick interpretation of moral values, see
Walzer, 1996.
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implementing this value, and, third, that there exists a transcultural learn-
ing process binding for all. As a result, in whatever timeframe, successful
“thicker descriptions” or, in technical terms, new cultural equilibriums of
cultural homogeneity and intercultural difference are pursued and facili-
tated. The following chart diagrams this process.

Figure 4. Diversity management — Global principles, local priorities
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These reflections lead us to another aspect of systematic transcultural
management, namely determining the strategic cultural orientation de-
sired by a corporation’s leadership for performing its transactions. For
this purpose, we will differentiate between centralized and decentralized
corporate cultures and strong and weak ones. While centralized corporate
cultures are intent on having the head office (in a specific country, a city
with respect to the various divisions) define and carry out the firm’s cul-
ture policy throughout the enterprise and across all cultural spaces decen-
tralized corporate cultures stress (with regard to culture policy) the auton-
omy of the regions and areas belonging to the firm. Strong corporate cul-
tures aim to homogenize the value culture and its interpretation for all
areas of the enterprise. Weak cultures settle for localization.> Dia-
grammed, it looks like this:

 For the difference between strong and weak cultures, see Steinmann & Schrey-
ogg, 1997.
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Figure 5: Strategic culture management and transculturality
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“A,” designates an enterprise whose strategy strives for a centralized,
strong corporate culture, while for enterprise “A,” it is exactly the oppo-
site. “Centralized” and “decentralized,” “strong” and “weak” in general
are neither positive nor negative in nature; rather, their effect depends on
the kind of transaction the enterprise executes. Decentralized and weak
cultures are unavoidable in innovative enterprise networks, but they also
generate special challenges for managing and monitoring this network.
However, an international joint venture run by a firm with an “A,” strat-
egy will find itself in intractable difficulties if the respective partner also
favors this particular strategy. In this case, they de facto no longer have a
“joint venture” but are merely two organizations in a shell. In “Aj,” we
are dealing with a cultural strategy that tends to permit local interpreta-
tion and action in a rather centrally controlled organization. Finally, “A4”
management exerts decentralized control but emphasizes a shared inter-
pretation.

This presentation permits great variety regarding a corporation’s stra-
tegic orientations that we will not pursue further. To generalize: Trans-
cultural management is the art of finding the right mix of the four dimen-
sions of corporate culture and determining how to handle the trade-offs
between them, which will then determine the direction of the transcultur-
al learning process. In all cases, what matters is achieving the maximal
mobilization of an organization’s resources and capabilities with respect
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to performing its transactions.”* Taken together, Figures 1 through 5 il-
lustrate the major steps in transcultural management.

VI. Perspectives and challenges

The globalization of the environments of people’s existence and the
transnational transactions of global society have made transcultural man-
agement more relevant for corporations. Not only the incessantly increas-
ing demands articulated within the political and social realms on corpo-
rate value creation and responsibility, as expressed in the SDGs, drive
this dynamic, but so too does the organization and management of trans-
national economic value creation and cooperation. This perspective has
received insufficient attention in theoretical economic research and man-
agement theories. While the challenge has barely registered with the for-
mer, the latter concentrates on studying the management of intercultural
differences. I have attempted in this article to take a first step toward
clarifying aspects of this theoretical and practical challenge by critically
discussing the concept of transculturality and its consequences for man-
aging a corporate strategy that aims to foster cultural integration. Further
studies, especially of the requisite qualities for developing transcultural
executives and personnel are called for and are essential. I am convinced,
however, what matters in the debates on the transculturality of social
transactions are not just intraorganizational parameters. Also on the
agenda should be how to achieve a durable, global intersectoral coopera-
tion between politics, business, and society. Conjuring up global com-
monalities here will not get us any further than systematically emphasiz-
ing differences. Transcultural management avoids this polarization and is
instead understood as a social learning process that does not aim for the
good but for the better, not for a definitive solution but for taking the
next, feasible step. This process, which rests on prosocial behavioral pre-
dispositions, can succeed in increasing the stock of shared moral interpre-
tations of economic transactions and hence also the volume of feasible,
mutually advantageous cooperation projects. Transculturality, seen from
the economic-governance angle, is a potentially productive resource but,
indeed, also a destructive factor in economic value creation, whose effect

* See Trompenaars & Hampden-Turner, 2012, p. 15.



Transculturality and Economic Governance 31

depends on governance. It is an informal institution that determines the
breadth and height of transaction costs in this cooperation corridor. This
definition is not intended to compete with philosophical, social- and cul-
tural-sciences discussions of transculturality, but rather to make a contri-
bution to transculturality in the social sciences.
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Some Aspects of Transculturality

Dominik Fischer and Josef Wieland

1. Introduction

There are numerous definitions of transculturality particularly in Cultural
Studies. The focus of this article are transcultural aspects of managing
operations of globalized organizations. In this context, transculturality is
a concept paving the way for interaction among people from various cul-
tural backgrounds. Its aim is to facilitate such interactions in order to
produce general mutual advantage without the limitations set by national
states or other cultural boundaries. Transcultural management is gaining
increasing importance due to the globalization of markets, communica-
tion, technological progress and division of labor on a global scale, e.g.
of what can be seen as the main drivers of transculturality nowadays. It is
a way of bridging cultural differences through a social learning process
and its aim is to facilitate intercultural cooperation and management.

1I. Concepts of culture

There have been countless attempts to define culture. The word itself
stems from the Latin word colere that means fo till, to tend, to care for or
to cultivate. Colere was used with regard to agriculture. The term involved
and is employed in a specific social context. More than a hundred defini-
tions of culture can be found in the literature as observed by Gisela Tromms-
dorff (2000). One of the early definitions by Edward B. Tylor (1889, p. 1)
states that culture is a ‘complex whole which includes knowledge, belief,
art, morals, law, custom, and any other capabilities and habits acquired
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by a man as a member of society’. In this definition, culture is conceived
in terms of identity and space.

Some theoretical concepts of culture limit it to art, education, science
and intellectual activities. Sociological concepts are further elaborated in
Systems Theory. Systems Theory sees culture as a subsystem of a func-
tionally differentiated modern society. This modern society focuses on an
intellectual and aesthetic interpretation of the world. Through predeter-
mined functional capacities, it ensures its continuance (Reckwitz, 2004).
Anthropologist Arjun Appadurai (1990) puts culture in another context.
According to him, culture provides imagery as well as imagination and
meaning in social practice. Cultures are compared to landscapes. People
define themselves within them and observe how they relate to each other.

Luhmann sees culture as the memory of social systems and especially
the system of society (Luhmann, 1995). Social systems consist of com-
munication. Culture and language cannot be individual systems on their
own because they lack an individual operation system. Cultures build and
shape social structure through repeated and diversified communication.
Communication can be seen as a unity of information, notification and
understanding (Luhmann, 1984).

The Birmingham Center for Contemporary Cultural Studies defines
culture as an ‘assemblage’ of meanings and imagining. The aim of cul-
ture created by humans is to create community and to communicate
(Lewis, 2002).

Of course, this overview is incomplete and merely serves the purpose
to illustrate the breadth of possible interpretations of the concept of cul-
ture.

1II. Concepts of cultural differences

The scholarly debate of cultures as different spheres was originally em-
bedded in the debate on nation states as cultural containers which was
developed further and can be found in most modern concepts of culture.
Before José Marti’s' article? about the idea of intercultural ‘mixed’ people
in 1891, Johann Gottfried Herder (1871) established the concept of en-

! For further discussion of Marti’s article see section IV.
% See Marti 2004.



Some Aspects of Transculturality 37

tirely separate cultures which was the most influential theory for a long
time. He characterizes cultures by three distinctive elements which are
social homogenization, ethnic consolidation and intercultural delimita-
tion. Social homogenization means that people within a culture are shaped
by it and thereby become cultural objects. A culture unites individual
people who live within it. Second, ethnic consolidation sees culture as the
culture of a nation which represents it. Herder (1966) describes culture
metaphorically as the ‘flower of a folk’. The third characteristic is cultural
delimitation. This means that culture is distinguished from other cultures
and remains separate from them. One mark of culture is therefore the
power to separate (Herder & Kunz, 1871).

Although the terms interculturality and multiculturality are increasingly
gaining in importance in science and practice, they still lack a universal
definition (Bertels & Waldhubel, 2014). One definition is proposed by
Hamid Reza Yousefi (2010) who describes interculturality as a theory
dealing with historical and present cultures and humans as their facilita-
tors. He sees all cultures on a par with each other. This approach still
regards cultures as isolated spaces that communicate with each other but
have no link or common basis. This communication occurs in that differ-
ences are bridged by acknowledging differences.

Fons Trompenaars and Charles Hampden-Turner (2012, p. 355) see
intercultural management as the ‘capability to communicate successfully
and collaborate effectively with people of other cultures through recogni-
tion of differences and respect for other points of view’. This involves the
capability to act in compliance with rules of more than one cultural sys-
tem and to respond in a sensitive way according to the cultural demands
of a specific situation. The aim is to avoid blunders or embarrassment
and to work and communicate with people from other cultures success-
fully.

Multiculturalism is a concept describing the ethnic diversity and the
juxtaposition of heterogeneous social and cultural patterns within a society.
The pluralistic hybridity of multiculturalism is often contrasted to proces-
ses of monocentric assimilation under a dominant form of culture (Niin-
ning, 2005, p. 156). A multicultural society is a society in which people
from different cultural origins live together. There are similarities and
differences between individuals and cultures within a multicultural society
(Bertels & Bussmann, 2013). A multicultural society may be a social
space, an organization, a city or a country. Aside from tribes living in
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isolation on remote islands, cultures as strictly delimited social spaces can
only seldom be found in reality. Cultural exchange across borders is the
rule rather than an exception. Consequently, the traditional ‘container’
concept of culture appears open to criticism.

1V. Concepts of Transculturality: Identity and Relation

Transculturality is an old phenomenon. It can be found in the cultural
influence of ancient Greek culture on other cultures around the Mediter-
ranean Sea or in the interconnection of the cultures of China and Korea
with those of India (Kimmich & Schahadat, 2012). At its beginnings,
transculturality occurs through cross-border and intra-firm trade which
are the fundamentals of getting in touch with other cultures.

Traditional concepts of culture are challenged by transculturalism.
While cross-cultural and multicultural theories have their systemic start-
ing point in cultural differences, the transcultural approach is about iden-
tifying commonalities. This serves to dismantle the constraints of earlier
concept of culture (Antor, 2010). Different concepts of culture also lead
to different concepts of transculturality. There are concepts that use iden-
tity while others use relational approaches. Transculturality challenges
the explanatory power of static models of society, nation and culture. It
focuses on mobility and migration as well as associated transformational
processes of integration and relations from a societal perspective. Further
topics of transculturality are mutual penetration and perception in respect
to cultural, national and political limitations (Gippert et al., 2008).

In 1891, José Marti published his article ‘Nuestra America’ in which
he examined the idea of an interculturally mixed people which he called
‘métissage’. He thought that the Americas’ people were culturally and
ethnically ‘mixed’ and as a consequence individuals are part of the dia-
lectic other (Marti, 2004). Fernando Ortiz (1965) resumed Marti’s idea
and defined transculturalism as a synthesis of two phases occurring sim-
ultaneously: on the level of culture at large and on the level of the sub-
ject. With regard to the former, the past is deculturized and replaced by
‘métissage’. At the same time — with regard to the latter — the subject is
shaped by a multitude of different cultures and peoples. Thus, the identity
of the subject is not one-dimensional but can only be understood in con-
nection with others. Identity becomes a multiple concept. Indeed, in Ortiz’
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view, transculturalism can be seen as the basis of a hemispheric identity
(Cuccioletta, 2002).

The identity of a person is increasingly shaped by the combination of
various cultural elements drawn from different contexts. Individuals en-
counter elements of different cultures (Berg, 2011) that appeal to them in
a specific situation and thus inform the individual’s personality. While
the basic set of values is shaped by one’s native culture, travelling and
nomadism confront an individual with elements of other cultures that he
can make his own. Globalization and the creation of transcultural spaces
are driven not only by economic progress but also by technological prog-
ress that facilitates travelling, communication and global media consump-
tion.

By crossing borders, people might experience different cultures. To
cope with this, they need to foster a transcultural capacity. For one thing,
this means to acknowledge those unfamiliar parts of their own identity
that are owed to other cultures; and for another thing to accept foreignness
in their environment. Individuals must be able to refer to several cultural
systems and to retain a distance to one’s own cultural background (Cas-
tells, 2001, in Piitz, 2004). The idea behind transculturality as a dynamic
concept rests on the refutation of the idea of a static and pure culture
(Welsch, 1999). Cultures can be seen as open systems constantly inter-
acting with each other (Welsch, 2011). Anthropologist Clyde Kluckhohn
stated that ‘all people are like all others, like some others, and like no
other’ (Slimbach, 2005, p. 208). This quotation can be linked to transcul-
turality. On a universal level people are like each other based on basic
values which, assuming different localized meanings can be found in
every culture. For example, while those values are rooted in all cultures,
different cultures interpret them in different ways. It is this that drives the
differentiation of values. On the level of the individual, these localized
values are differentiated further, which makes each individual’s set of
values unique. According to the concept of transculturality limitations of
a culture can be perceived as maneuverable patterns which enable over-
lapping loyalty. In a transcultural society the focus is set on increasing
political, social or economic border crossing activities and thus the mean-
ing of national states shrinks. Indicators of transculturality are streams of
communication, goods, art or financial assets (Mau, 2007).

Richard Slimbach (2005) sees the basic pillar of transculturality in the
search for common interest as well as universally shared values among
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people with different cultural origins. This helps to face issues like per-
sonal prejudice against others or violation of human rights. Further, Slim-
bach states that collective or personal responses to cultural issues are
always shaped by one’s cultural awareness which is especially important
considering today’s global interconnection. Slimbach says that to become
a transculturally open person, the individual needs to demonstrate an
open attitude and abilities to enhance ethical and open interaction with
persons from other cultural origins.

Transculturalism differs from cosmopolitism. A cosmopolitan is a
person who sees himself as a citizen of the world. He might be affiliated
to a particular nation (Appiah, 2007) but this is not the systematic refer-
ence point of his cultural identity. The idea of cosmopolitism differs from
transculturalism. A transcultural person has roots within a specific cul-
ture. There is no need to deny one’s own origin. Cooperation with actors
from other cultures to mutual advantage occurs on the basis of one’s own
cultural and moral conditioning. From a transcultural point of view one
would accept that there is one world but also recognize that people live in
different cultural contexts. Different individuals integrate elements
stemming from other cultures in different ways. It is especially the mode
in which the latter process occurs that lends such a highly individual note
to biographies, paintings or journalism (Berg & Eigeartaigh, 2010).

According to Wolfgang Berg (2011), rivers and seas are forms of
transcultural spaces offering ‘natural links’. When trade occurred in these
places and rivers were used as waterways to transfer goods, the areas
close to rivers became areas of emerging transculturality. The same is true
for trade routes. A near-perfect example of transculturality is a caravan.
There are two different types of caravans: trade caravans and pilgrim
caravans. In trade caravans, merchants band together to cross challenging
territories in order to transport goods and to trade at distant places. People
with different backgrounds in respect to race, religion, language and
origin need to work together in a caravan towards a common shared goal.
What unifies them is the need to cross an area hostile to humans. On this
basis, rules are established and followed by every member of the group.
This is only possible because they have a shared set of values facilitating
a successful journey. The starting and final points of caravans — or better,
of their journeys — need to be transcultural places because in these places
people from different countries come together. Therefore train stations,
harbors and airports, in particular, are transcultural places.
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A similar phenomenon can be observed in modern organizations
which are particularly affected by globally integrated trade and interac-
tion (Cleveland et al., 2015). Adam Smith (1976) stated that people with
very different capabilities can be of use to each other, and consequently
advantage can be drawn from a variety of different talents. Transcultural-
ity also facilitates diversity which can improve an organization’s effec-
tiveness. Six dimensions were identified that are directly impacted by an
organization’s diversity: cost, talent, marketing success, creativity and
innovation as well as problem-solving quality (Cox Jr & Blake, 1991).

American sociologist Robert E. Park concerned himself with transcul-
turality, too. He states that ‘in the long run [...] peoples and races who
live together, sharing in the same economy, inevitably interbreed, and in
this way, if in no other, the relations which were merely co-operative and
economic become social and cultural” (1950, p. 354). Park sees migration
‘as a type of collective action® (ibid., p. 350). The individual is ‘never quite
willing to break’ with his own culture and ‘not quite accepted’ in his new
culture (ibid., p. 354). In this space ‘in between’ transcultural competences
can be developed.

The transculturality approach defined by the Birmingham Center of
Contemporary Cultural Studies is oriented towards dynamic processes.
Transculturality focuses on issues of contemporary culture especially in
terms of relationship, power formation and generating meaning. Trans-
culturalism is, on the one hand, interested in tension, dissonance and in-
stability but, on the other hand, also in the stabilizing effects of social
cohesion, organization and communalism. The observation focusses upon
how social groups ‘distribute’ and ‘create’ their meanings and how they
experience tension and interact. At the core of this lies the transitory na-
ture of culture and the power to transform. Another special interest in the
study of transculturalism is the way in which language wars are conducted
and shaped. Through these language wars conditions of stability and in-
stability emerge as groups and individuals communicate, congregate and
seek to assert semiotic and material interests over others (Lewis, 2002).

We try to summarize the previous discussion in the following table.
So far we can differentiate three concepts which are transculturalism,
multiculturalism and interculturalism:
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Transcultural Multicultural Intercultural
Level World Society, Society, Personal,
global cooperation  organization individual
Definition of Options, Homogenous and Homogenous and
culture constraints enclosed areas enclosed area
Network of Subcultures, minor- ~ National
diversity ities, cities, etc. culture(s)
Conceptual ‘The Self in the ‘The Self” and ‘The Self” and
Assumptions Other’ ‘the Other’ ‘the Other’
Developing a com-  Differences and Differences and
mon understanding  mutual advantage common interest
Mutual advantage Individual interests
Motivation Creating Integrating Manage differences
commonality differences
Perspective Like all others Like some others Like no others
Consequences Bridging Understanding Understanding
for action differences Continuous Accept and tolerate
Collective action cooperation differences

V. Summary

Transculturality like inter- and multiculturality is a way for people with
various cultural background to work together and thereby foster mutual
understanding. Leveraged by globalization, interconnection and nomad-
ism, cultures clash on an individual, organizational as well as societal
level. A transcultural approach can help to face challenges on each level.
Furthermore, problems no matter whether local or global in origin and
scale always have to be perceived from a global angle. Future challenges
need to be faced not only by various stakeholders which speak their own
technical language but also by culturally and sectorally diversified stake-
holder groups.
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Transculturality and the Formation
of the Transcultural Sphere

Lennart Brand

Generically, one may describe transculturality as an effect coming about
when two cultures engage with each other in such a way that a specific
feature of one culture is imprinted on the other, thereby producing a new
cultural phenomenon that is attributable to both parent cultures, while the
feature of the first culture that was imprinted on the second, too, will
henceforth belong to both cultures in that the new element cannot be
conceived without it. Both cultural phenomena, the imprinting as well as
the imprinted one, together form a transcultural phenomenon. — Examples
of such transcultural phenomena abound throughout history. During the
Europe-wide spread of the Renaissance movement, for instance, the latter,
though being Italian in origin, ceased to be a genuinely Italian phenome-
non when taking roots also in France, Germany, England, and Spain —
while of course never becoming a genuinely French, German, English,
and Spanish phenomenon. Indeed, it eventually was French, German,
English, and Spanish as much as it was Italian. Roughly the same is true
for Greece and the Hellenic culture, and indeed for England and the Eng-
lish language.

In short, there has always been transculturality as cultures are intrinsi-
cally fluid and dynamic entities that adapt whenever they communicate
with other cultures. Where such adaption is artificially precluded, a cul-
ture — and the corresponding political entity — may weaken (Japan before
the Bakumatsu is an obvious example). It is equally obvious that the
transcultural developments occurring in the present age differ from those
of previous ages not just by degree but in essence. In the past — arguably
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up until the 19th century — transcultural phenomena emerged at cultures’
peripheries, slowly progressing towards the centre. The sheer slowness of
this process during which the transcultural phenomenon increasingly
adapted to the existing culture (the immensely fruitful relationship be-
tween late Gothic and Renaissance influences in the German-speaking
area springs to mind) meant that it was, as it were, absorbed into the cul-
tural landscape which therefore appeared to remain by and large the same:
the Weser Renaissance, to give just one example, is considerably more
German than Italian. In the 19th century this changed. The opening of
global trade and transportation routes in connection with imperialist geo-
political developments shrank the distances between formerly far-away
countries, and mutual cultural influences became far more immediate.

That thanks to air travel and modern tele-communication those dis-
tances are now virtually gone and that most aspects of any culture are
now accessible anywhere and at any time, is a truism. The question is,
rather, what this state of affairs means in the given context. One interpre-
tation is provided by a school of transculturality which holds that due to
an increasing hybridization of previously clearly delineated cultural iden-
tities the age of separate cultures with their own traditions, beliefs, and
values is coming to an end: that the traditional world and its distinctions
are to be levelled through globalization and eventually superseded by a
one-size-fits-all quasi-global culture of ‘mankind’ — a frankly nightmar-
ish One-World dystopia evoking grim Huxleyan images. This school of
thought included an influential Marxist-inspired, post-colonial brand of
transcultural thinking that was first spelled out by Fernando Ortiz in the
mid-20th century and actually welcomes the assumed dissolution of tra-
ditional geographical, cultural, religious, etc. boundaries.' Lamberto Tas-
sinari, for instance, describes transculturality as ‘a new form of human-
ism, based on the idea of relinquishing the strong traditional identities
and cultures which in many cases were products of imperialistic empires,
interspersed with dogmatic religious values’.?

Though this identity-based brand of transcultural thinking has domi-
nated transcultural discourses for many a decade, transcultural approaches

! Cf. Ortiz, Fernando et al.: Tabak und Zucker — ein kubanischer Disput. Frankfurt/
M.: Insel 1987.

% Cuccioletta, Donald: Multiculturalism or Transculturalism: Towards a Cosmopoli-
tan Citizenship. London Journal of Canadian Studies 17 (2002), p. 8.
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do not necessarily presume the dissolution of existing — national, cultural,
religious, etc. — structures. For one thing, the teleological assumption that
national and cultural identities are converging towards a hypothetical
single global identity, that, in other words, the traditional world is being
swallowed-up by some vague transcultural entity taking its place, is both
extremely bold and not sufficiently borne out by empirical evidence. For
another thing, to remain valid in principle and applicable in practice, the
basic notion of transculturality does not require such assumptions about
changing identities. Indeed, contrary to the above, another transcultural
school of thought makes do without those assumptions. It takes at its
starting point the evident fact that cultural differences exist and, given the
specific dynamics of globalization outlined above, assume immediate
relevance for potentially any transaction conducted not just in economic
but also in political/administrative and civil-societal contexts. This being
so, in order to function, those three areas need to be able to cope with
different identities by managing the relations between them. In the pre-
sent volume, such an alternative approach is presented by Josef Wieland
who also discusses several recent takes on transculturality.

All T should like to add here is an observation that may seem far--
fetched but which nevertheless appears to me worth looking at a little
closer. The question I asked myself was what it means that, as I claimed
above, the current phase of transculturality is essentially different from
previous phases of transculturality. That the difference between, on the
one hand, the slow and organic growth of transcultural phenomena within
the texture of an existing culture and, on the other hand, the immediate
availability of any aspect of any culture anywhere does constitute a quan-
tum leap appears immediately obvious. But again — why is that so beyond
the quantitative fact that transcultural phenomena come about at a greater
speed, frequency, and density? I.e. is the optimization of the measureable
technical accessibility of ‘the other’ all there is, or has the vast transcul-
tural dynamics generated by the process of globalization indeed altered
the global cultural texture — albeit not in the way envisaged by Ortiz and
the other proponents of the old, identity-based school of transculturality?

I hold that this is indeed the case, that the dynamization of transcultur-
al phenomena as part of the process of globalization in recent decades,
though not leading to a fusion of cultural identities as that traditional
school of transculturality would have it, has instead begun to crystallize
into what I call a ‘transnational’ and ‘transcultural sphere’: an entirely
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new cultural entity that exists beyond the world’s traditional cultures, not
impeding the latter’s integrity on account of being autonomous and self-
contained. In his utopian novel “Heliopolis”, Ernst Jiinger says about a
new technical elite: ‘“They had increased speed to those degrees where it
either reverts to annihilation or to calm’.® The transcultural sphere is the
calm, the “static” product of transcultural hyperdynamization, the “static”
fallout, as it were, of transcultural overdrive.

Thus let us begin by making a distinction between, on the one hand,
the transnational/transcultural sphere and, on the other hand, the tradi-
tional world where national borders, customs, and mindsets as well as
religious affiliations and inherited value systems continue to exist. These
two spheres coexist on different planes, barely touching one another.

1. The transnational sphere constitutes the locus
of transculturality

As an interlude before we continue. — Above I used the terms “transcul-
tural” and “transnational” in a way that may have suggested they consti-
tute two sides of the same coin, i.e. that they are two expressions of the
same thing, i.e. that they are essentially the same thing. That, however, is
decidedly not the case. On the contrary, I claim transnationality and
transculturality are two distinct concepts — two distinct concept which,
however, cannot be considered independently from one another.

So what is the transnational sphere? The transnational sphere material-
izes wherever structures emerge whose specific mode of existence is not
related to any specific nation, culture, mindset, religion etc. Such a struc-
ture may be a unit of a globally operating organization (or this organiza-
tion as a whole, though for one or several of its units to be transnational it
is not necessary for the whole organization to be thus); or an international
airport, hotel, restaurant etc.; or a university, academy, think-tank etc.; or
even a religion or an ideology. All of the above — and many more — taken
together, constitute the transnational sphere. So why — given that this trans-
national sphere can be so neatly described — would I assert that trans-
nationality cannot be considered independently from transculturality?

3 ‘Sie hatten die Geschwindigkeit gesteigert bis zu jenen Graden, an denen sie ent-
weder in Vernichtung oder in Ruhe tibergeht.” (Jiinger, Ernst: Sémtliche Werke. Stutt-
gart: Klett-Cotta, 1978-2003. Vol. 16, p. 334)
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Evidently this transnational sphere in itself is an abstract concept,
something that cannot exist materially in the real world. In the real world
there is no such thing as a “structure”: all there is people interacting in
certain ways to certain ends. A “structure” is but an auxiliary concept, an
academic model that helps us understand what is occurring within the
chaotic bustle of humanity. But of course without that bustle of humanity
there would be nothing that could possibly occur. An airport without
people is not an airport but just an arbitrary building; neither is a univer-
sity without people a university, and so forth. For a university to be a
university, it takes people (within or without this building that carries a
plate saying “University”’) who interact with a view to teaching and re-
search and whatever else may go on in a university. Now, while this may
be a trivial thing to say, the implications are less trivial. For what results
from people interacting — no matter what people and to what end — is,
simply put, culture. Individuals interacting within an institution generate
an institutional culture; individuals interacting within a nation, a national
culture; and individuals interacting within a transnational sphere, a trans-
national culture, transforming the abstract transnational sphere into the
concrete and very real transcultural sphere. In short: since in the real world
the transnational sphere exists only through people interacting, and since
any such interaction engenders culture, the existence of the (abstract)
transnational sphere necessarily entails the existence of the (concrete)
transcultural sphere. The former cannot be without the latter.

Yet neither can the latter be without the former: we are unable to con-
ceive of the transcultural sphere without in some way presuming the
existence of a transnational sphere. This is because the transcultural
“substance” requires the transnational “form”, or rather, framework.
There can be no institutional culture without the institution, no national
culture without the nation, no transcultural without the transnational.
More specific: though the university is constituted by individuals inter-
acting in a certain way to a certain end, thereby permanently creating and
re-creating both academic culture in general and the culture of a particu-
lar academic institution, neither would be conceivable without putting
that abstract notion, “the university”, first. Equally, though the trans-
national sphere becomes actual reality through people’s interaction with-
in it which in turn establishes the transcultural sphere, the latter cannot be
understood without taking the transnational sphere at least implicitly for
granted. Thus the abstract concept is indispensable for us to gain an un-
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derstanding of the real-life phenomenon it refers to. This suggests that
the abstract concept may actually be “real”, too, albeit in a sense different
from the tangible reality of the transcultural sphere. (As an aside — that
something is abstract does not mean it does not exist: it just does not exist
materially in isolation. This is what I referred to when above I stated that
transculturality and transnationality are two distinct entities which are
inextricably linked and have to be thought together.)

1I. A morphological approach to transculturality

To summarize the above: where a number of people — like the ‘inhabi-
tants’ of the abstract transnational sphere — contrive a mode of interaction
not by consciously devising it but by merely acting and thereby discover-
ing viable ways to live and work together, and where this mode of inter-
action settles and becomes a set of habits, subsequently of customs, the
seeds of ‘culture’ are sawn. This is exactly what has been happening over
the past decades: in some protracted way, it has become feasible for people
who found themselves in what may be called the transnational sphere to
coexist and collaborate in ways which had previously been the preserve
of members of the same national and/or cultural context. This, in turn,
brought forth the transcultural sphere.

While there have always been transcultural entities, the formation of a
transcultural sphere functionally nigh equivalent to the ‘cultural’ sphere
is, as we found, a new and indeed a novel phenomenon that has evolved
relatively recently, growing out of the specific logics of the globalized
economy and the increasingly globalized texture of politics. (The only
historical precedent may be the Roman Catholic Church, whose global
organization shows many characteristics of a political-cultural entity in
its own right. It, too, exists on a sphere different from that of national
borders and cultures, though sharing its space.)

Above I stated the transnational sphere materializes wherever struc-
tures emerge whose specific mode of existence is not related to any spe-
cific nation, culture, mindset, religion etc. As the transnational sphere is
congruent to the transcultural sphere, these structures are congruent to what
I referred to as transcultural phenomena. However, while it is true that the
transcultural sphere consist of a myriad transcultural phenomena, this defi-
nition is still not accurate enough: for a myriad — or any number of — trans-
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cultural phenomena would yet not suffice to form the transcultural sphere
if they relate to each other in a mere random fashion. A jumble of discon-
nected transcultural phenomena arbitrarily flung onto a heap do not consti-
tute a transcultural sphere but just a heap of disconnected transcultural
phenomena. For the latter to crystallize into the transcultural sphere, an
ordering principle is required. In other words, they have to relate to each
other in such a manner as to operate as a functionally differentiated system.

My assumption is that such a functionally differentiated system exists
on the transcultural level, and it is precisely here that the difference to
previous variants of transculturality lies: it is this that renders transcultur-
ality in the age of globalization historically unique and fundamentally
different from earlier occurrences of transculturality.

To be more specific — looking at the various transcultural phenomena
that appeared on the scene in the last fifty or so years, a pattern seems to
emerge. Together they constitute a formation which has, inter alia:

» A distinct style of its own as epitomized, for instance, by hotels belong-
ing to global hotel chains, business-class lounges, business restaurants,
clubs and the like;

» A distinct language and terminology: a peculiar brand of English cen-
tered upon a cluster of words and phrases derived from and describing
economic and political patterns and processes (to which may be added
terms drawn from sectors of mainly, but not always, low-brow culture
such as e.g. Hollywood cinema, football, etc.);

» Its own institutions: first and foremost globalized businesses, to a cer-
tain degree supranational political institutions (though that is certainly
open to d