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INTRODUCTION 

We all live in an age of mutuality and self-transcendence. No one can
build himself or herself up in isolation. The need of the other is very
much felt and experienced by all of us. This need is not only
experienced in certain matters pertaining to the mundane world but in
every aspect. A person's mode of thinking and culture are both
influenced by this experience of the felt need of the other. This sort of
intersubjective existence is felt as the sine qua non of the hour. Today
no thought process or philosophy can stand alone; it needs other
philosophies and cultures for mutual enrichment and cross-fertilization.
In this paper, what we attempt to discuss will be the need of a
philosophy and culture which are dialogical in nature. 

THE MULTI-DIMENSIONALITY OF  TRUTH

One basic fact all of us need to admit is that the idea of truth being
unidimensional is a myth. In the past it was believed that we can
possess truth and all those who do not adopt our understanding of truth
are in the dark. The first fact that we need to acknowledge is that we
are all seekers of truth, and this seeking is never at an end. At times we
may reach some blind alley whence liberation is possible only through
the assistance of others. In this search for truth we are all co-seekers
and hence co-partners. All of us are on a common pilgrimage, the end
of the pilgrimage is not in sight, and all of us need the support of the
other. In this pilgrimage towards truth, nobody is in a privileged
position; all are equal partners. Therefore there arises the need to admit
pluralism. In the past pluralism was looked upon as an evil, and all
yearned for uniform positions, and ways of thinking. We need to have
an inclusive approach rather than an exclusive one.
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Pluralism of truth does not mean truth is plural.1  As we know there
is the interplay between mythos  and logos in all of our intellectual
enterprises. Truth cannot be merely the “essential” aspect of reality; it
has an existential character also. Raimon Panikkar attempts to arrive at
new definitions of truth: Truth is self-identity. This is perhaps a
phenomenological definition. An ontological statement would be: Truth
is the manifestation of self-identity; and an epistemological statement
would affirm that truth is the intellectual formulation of that same self-
identity. This is similar to that definition offered by Comenius – that
“truth is the link (vinculum) of beings.”2 The Sanskrit term for truth –
satyam – literally means “beingness” or real, actual, true. Untruth on
the other hand is not “unbeing” or “unbeingness,” but disorder –
anrtam (falsehood) – which is anrtu (out of reason). Untruth is
something contrary to the cosmic order (rta), disturbing the harmony
of reality. The statement that truth is pluralistic means that the self-
identity of each and every being is precisely self-identity because it is
irreducible to any alterity. Truth is not an aliud of the thing, but its own
idipsum. The truth of every being makes its uniqueness, and thus its
dignity. It cannot be replaced by anything else, it cannot be treated as
a means for something alien. 

This also does not mean truth is something purely subjective. Truth
is never my truth. Truth is always a relation in which the subject is
involved, but the subject is not its boss. Truth is neither merely
objective nor purely subjective. It takes us from the domination of the
one or the other, the object or the subject. Truth is an objective and
subjective agreement. Truth is not objectifiable either. When we
proceed with such an understanding of truth, we come to the realization
of the need for pluralism. 

PLURALISM – A HUMAN ATTITUDE 

Although we use the word ‘pluralism’ quite often, perhaps we do not
fully understand the full implications of the term. Primarily it is an
attitude every human being needs to have. Pluralism is precisely the
recognition that there may be several centres of intelligibility, that the
world in which we live is not only a world of concepts but of subjects
as well. It is that fundamental human attitude which is critically aware
both of the factual irreducibility (thus incompatibility) of different
human systems purporting to render reality intelligible, and of the
radical non-necessity of reducing reality to one single centre of
intelligibility, making thus unnecessary an absolute decision 
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in favour of a particular human system with universal validity. When
we speak of a fundamental attitude, what is intended is that it does not
belong to any particular conceptual reconstruction. In saying that it is
a human attitude implies that it is existentially human, i.e., a human
praxis, and that we are conscious of it. This awareness is critical and
two-fold. By critical is meant reflexive and aware of its need for
foundation. Twofold indicates that this awareness is both conscious of
its own perspective and of its relativity. 

In this two-fold awareness, the first form may be called
perspectivism. From the vantage point of our particular system, we
detect the incompatibility between our belief-system and another one.
The respective systems – each from the other's viewpoint – cannot both
be true. We stick to one and judge the other to be ultimately false  –
although we are aware that our different metaphysical approaches are
due to diverse perspectives on those very issues. We should look then
into the grounds in virtue of which one perspective appears to be more
plausible than the other and either shift the discussion to that ground or
recognize the relative validity of the other perspective. 

The second form of awareness related to relativity is more
complex. From the perspective of our system we may see not only the
falsity of other systems, but their evil consequences. We would be
ready to refute those systems, and, if we can, we shall also combat them
with the means, which, according to our system, are truthful, ethical,
and effective. Pluralism appears when we critically realize that our
standpoint and our system cannot claim to be so absolute as to judge
the others as absolutely untrue or evil. Pluralism struggles against
absolutism not by an equally anti-absolutism, but by relativizing  all
absolutisms by means of searching for their contextuality.  

The pluralistic attitude has its origin in human praxis, and it entails
two insights: first that our own knowledge is not absolute; and secondly
that the knowledge represented by the opposite systems has other
subjects of understanding and self-understanding so that we, from our
vantage point, cannot claim to represent the totality of the situation.
Hence, it must be amply clear that pluralism cannot be a super-system.
There is no fundamental pluralist insight. We cannot manipulate
pluralism as a dialectical fact. Pluralism is a human attitude, not a
theoretical system. It makes us aware of our 'contingency’ i.e., of our
limitations, and shows us how to cope with a lack of total security and
certainty and how to live with our vulnerability. 
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As Richard P. Hayes argues, pluralism does not mean the mere
acknowledgment that there is variety, but the celebration of this variety,
the attitude that this variety is health and therefore something to be
desired.3 Perhaps, pluralism need not necessarily be always the
celebration of variety, nor is it to be always desired. Pluralism is rather
the acknowledgment of our contingency, of our limitation, of our
inability to handle problems as we would like. It is the often painful but
possibly cathartic revelation of the other, who is unassimilable to us.
Applying this to religion, we can say that no religion as such can be
pluralistic. Religions can be open, tolerant, and not absolutistic.
Similarly, philosophy as such can be pluralistic. Whatever we think or
do with a claim to truth, is done within a language and within a
framework, which is our context. Pluralism is not a super-system, a
meta-language, an intellectual panacea. It is an open human attitude,
which entails an intellectual dimension that overcomes any kind of
solipsism. Pluralism is not to be understood as a curse, but as a
blessing. 

DIALOGUE AND ITS NECESSITY

Having analysed in a limited manner the notion of the multi-
dimensionality of truth and the need for pluralism, we need to analyse
at some length the notion of dialogue and try to apply the necessity of
dialogue to philosophy and culture. Today we need to look for more
and more reconciliation than conflict. How we will achieve this is the
question: the way to reconciliation and resolving of conflict is through
dialogue.  Today dialogue has become more urgent as civilizations and
cultures seek collaboration and feel the interdependency of these more
than ever before. As the world has become a global village, all of us
have come to realize the need to dialogue with one another. It is
impossible to live in a monologous situation. Hence dialogue is
understood as a method and means of knowledge and enrichment. 

In order to dialogue, human beings need to realize their basic
openness, which may be called existential openness. This openness is
always towards a plus ultra, to an even farther, which may be called
transcendence. This openness is well expressed by Raimon Panikkar
in these words: 

One is open to what is not or, rather, to what has not yet become.
Real openness means the possibility of being open: openness to
Being. It implies the capacity to be ever more and more filled, an
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‘in-finite’ receptivity, because Man is not ‘finished’, finite. Man is
open because he is not closed, he is not complete because he is
itinerant, not definite, not ‘finished’, in-complete. The existential
openness of faith represents Man’s capacity for his non-finitude,
that is, his infinity. … Recognizing Man’s openness means
admitting that he is not God, i.e., not (yet?) finished, absolute,
definitive. It means admitting there is something in him that must
evolve; it also affirms the capacity for such evolution.  The
openness of faith is Man’s capacity to proceed towards his
fullness. … Thanks to this dimension of faith Man recognizes that
he is not finished, he needs completion; better, he needs definite
aid to attain the goal. Thanks to faith Man discovers his indigence.
Faith is precisely the base underpinning both human
precariousness and the possibility of overcoming it.4

It is this basic faith in human nature that makes man reach out to
others in dialogue. The quality of openness becomes a constitutive
quality of human being; it is that which makes him or her to go beyond
– to transcend – and establish relationships with others. Hence human
being is a relational being or, better, a dialogical being. To enter into
dialogue, the participants have to be open to one another and to a
higher cause beyond themselves. This dialogue is not only among
human beings; a person who is open can dialogue with the ‘sub-human’
and the ‘trans-human.’ Dialogue becomes a necessity for all those who
have the basic openness. 

Raimon Panikkar makes a distinction between dialectical dialogue
and dialogical dialogue. The dialectical dialogue is a dialogue about
something, whereas the dialogical dialogue is a dialogue about those
who are engaged in dialogue.5  In the former there is discrimination and
judgment exercised for oneself and for others. Dialectical dialogue is
a necessity in truly human exchange. We have the need to judge and
discriminate for ourselves between right and wrong. Dialectical
dialogue is a dialogue about objects, while dialogical dialogue is a
dialogue among subjects aiming at being a dialogue about subjects.
They want to dialogue not about something, but about themselves: they
dialogue themselves. The dialectical dialogue would be about opinions,
views, doctrines, and so on. In the dialogical dialogue, the partner is
not an object or a subject merely putting forth some objective thoughts
to be discussed, but a ‘you’ [thou], a real you, and not an ‘it.’ I must
deal with you, and not merely with your thought. And, of course, vice
versa. You 
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yourself are a source of understanding.6

Even if two persons in dialogical dialogue discuss ‘something,’ it
has an inner structure which the participants have to respect and
acknowledge. But this ‘something’ is only a mediator conveying just
‘thoughts,’ i.e., objectifiable ideas,  to each other, but is thematically
a part of themselves. In other words, this ‘something’ is not made
independent, ‘objective,’ but is seen in its peculiar dialogical
intentionality. When two persons enter into dialogue there is no pure
dialectical dialogue, in spite of all the efforts to keep the ‘personal’ to
the minimum, it emerges all along. We never have a pure encounter of
ideas. We have an encounter of two (or more) persons. This aspect of
human being often emerges conspicuously in the actual praxis of the
dialectical dialogue in which the partners, forgetting that they are
supposed to be thinking beings, indulge in getting involved in quite
different but also real aspects of human life – which we may sometimes
term as ‘sentimental’. But sentiments also belong to the human being.
The most important thing needed for dialogue is the ‘will to dialogue.’7

Even by pure speaking, I need not enter into dialogue with my partner.
In dialogical dialogue no pretense will do. The dialectical dialogue can
be an instrument to power, and can be a means to the will-to-power.
Any ulterior motive - to convert, to dominate, even to know the other
– will destroy dialogical dialogue. Human beings are called to
transcend the pure dialectical dialogue and enter into a dialogical
dialogue so that through such transcendence they grow to the fullness
of being. 

In order to open oneself to dialogical existence, one must tirelessly
pursue efforts to speak, to understand, and to make oneself understood.
The interruption of dialogue is solipsism and death, because life itself
is an ongoing dialogical dialogue. It is not possible for ‘me’ to exist
without a ‘you,’ so life itself is constant dialogue. Dialogue is a science
as well as an art. It involves the science of knowing both oneself and
the other. It is the science that reveals that neither of these cognitions
is exhaustive, neither in myself nor in the other. Today, dialogue is a
very much neglected science. Dialogue is also an art, an activity, a
praxis. Dialogue is also a play with language. Conversation involves
not only being well-versed in something, it also means turning to the
other in order to find a vertical in which we may “con-verge” without
“sub-version” and “per-version” of any kind.8

A great deal has been written on “intercultural dialogue.” Although
much has improved, the table of dialogue has not generally been a
round table. It has been too hastily supposed that “other” 
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cultures ought to come to our table. What we need are “duologues” that
are thereupon transformed into “multiloquies” among the various
peoples of the earth. Dialogue is not a multitudinarious “meeting” at
which only those speak who have a loud voice and know demagogy.
Panikkar describes dialogue: “Dialogue is a human act, on a human
scale and with a human voice, in which men forge their humanness by
discussing with words their divergencies.”9 For all this, wisdom is
needed. Wisdom is the art that transforms destructive tensions into
creative polarities; this constitutes the very essence of reality.
Dialogical dialogue is not dialogue for reaching a solution, but is
dialogue for being, since I am not without the other. 

We can also say that the desire for peace is equivalent to desire for
dialogue, and the desire for dialogue arises when we think that we can
learn something from others, along with converting them to our point
of view where possible. Fanaticisms and absolutisms prevent persons
from travelling together, because they make us believe ourselves to be
self-sufficient or in full possession of the truth.10  

In order to have this co-pilgrimage towards truth through dialogue
we need to have certain basic attitudes. The first disposition we can
think of is an attitude of ‘commitment and openness.’ This disposition
will call for ruthless sincerity and honesty. No masquerading and
diplomacy will be of avail. Secondly, one should be rooted in one’s
philosophy but with a basic openness to other philosophies and
cultures. There is no question of building a super-egoism based upon
one’s culture and philosophy; there is no philosophy which is complete
in itself – although such a claim may be evinced – and no culture is so
inured that it can be unexposed to other cultures and perfect in itself.
The claim of superiority of philosophy or culture is a myth. Thirdly,
dialogue should lead to a cross-fertilization. There should be a mutual
building up and a readiness to offer to the other in ready availability.
Only this will help to cross the line of self-assertion. If we have a
superiority and saviour-complex, we cannot succeed in dialogue. What
we need is a ‘partnership’ approach. Also the collaboration that we
seek is a critical and creative one. Finally, we must remember that the
goal of dialogue is not something beyond itself. It is not aimed at the
conversion of the partner. We need to look constantly at the point of
dialogue; it should not be focused on the trivialities of life. Important
concerns of life and history should form the content of dialogue.  Thus
dialogue will reach a meaningful and satisfactory conclusion to the
contentment of the partners.
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SPIRITUALITY OF DIALOGUE

In order to enter into dialogue – whether on a basically human level or
on a religious level – we need a ‘spirituality, a sadhana or a spiritual
praxis.11 Dialogue becomes a sadhana when, in the course and context
of the quest, one encounters other seekers. This spirituality of dialogue
can be understood in three concentric movements as an experience of
community, a living of communion, and a collaboration in action in
view of a common life.  

Community  

The experience of community is a deep sense of fellowship that one has
in the company of other believers or seekers. It is not an emotional
feeling; it is not the result of a reasoned argument either. It is a
spontaneous sentiment of connaturality. For a believer this sense of
community is not just a mutual feeling but involves a third reality – the
Ultimate. It is an experience of common rootedness in the Absolute. A
person who is open to dialogue feels this sense of fellowship. 

Though the experience of community as connaturality normally
takes place in the context of a personal encounter, the experience can
also be mediated through art and symbol. As we know, music and
dance directly convey an experience. After one has had such an
experience, one could reflect about it, and try to understand and speak
about it. It seems obvious that the person who is having such an
experience must also be a true seeker.  

The Community is experienced as a basic unity in diversity. The
unity is what strikes one first, but reflexively one also perceives and
affirms the difference. But though this diversity is experienced at the
phenomenal level, there is a higher unity at the inner level, perhaps, it
may be at the mystical level. Then the cultural and religious differences
that structure one’s experience are not taken too seriously. One would
be more correct to affirm that the Ultimate experienced  by the seeker
is the same, and that this unity is felt amidst the variety of the equally
real conditionings by culture, history and personality. There is no need
to play down the separate identity of persons who are undergoing a
similar experience. In the Indian tradition, the identity of a person is
not determined in opposition to something from which it is different,
but in terms of its roots in being or the Self. The plurality of identities,
therefore, is not seen as detrimental to the unity experience; rather as
personal identities 
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they demand to be respected. Authentic community affirms and accepts
the plurality as much as the underlying unity, but in the context of a
dialogue that moves dynamically towards harmony. Where there are
real differences, there will be tension and even conflict; but dialogue
can make tension creative. 

Such an experience of community involves on the part of both the
partners in the encounter a sort of kenosis, where the self is not so
much denied but becomes transparent to a transcendent manifestation.
The identity is not denied but assumed and transcended. This
transcendence, while protecting the identity of the person, does
relativize the cultural and historical conditions of the experience and
its various symbolic mediations. One should not think that such an
experience of community is possible only for mystics. This is possible
for any sincere seeker. Differences at the cultural and religious level
will have to be assumed and lived in the context of dialogue and of the
sense of community. What is important to realize is that a sense of
community does not do away with differences, but integrates them in
a process of holistic and creative tension in a horizon of harmony. 

Communion

The second level of spirituality needed for dialogue is communion.
This is the active living out and promotion of the community. A deep
experience of community with a greater sensitivity to the diverse
identity of the participants has often overcome the obstacles coming
from the fear of syncretism. In a newer atmosphere of community and
fellowship, the parameters of the discussion on syncretism undergo a
radical transformation.  The fear of syncretism points to the reality of
difference and should be taken seriously, but without allowing it to
paralyse all action. If there is no difference, then neither dialogue nor
a spirituality for it would be necessary. What is important is the
determination to cross boundaries. But a pure intention cannot be a
criterion of fellowship; group identity must also be respected. Some
groups may be more open and others less so. Participation could vary
from sympathetic presence to active involvement – avoiding a total
refusal or a total acceptance – keeping in mind not only the community,
but also the religious and social identities in all their differences. 
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Collaboration

Societies and individuals on various levels need to collaborate if they
have to function in harmony. In order to collaborate, one needs to have
an attitude of renunciation. This is necessary not only on the religious
level but also on all the levels of life. That is the reason for the Isa
Upanishad to say: “Find enjoyment by renunciation.”12 For
collaboration true asceticism is necessary. True asceticism is not
narcissistic complacency, but the discovery of that liberation from the
bonds of desire allows us to really enjoy things, without the fear of
losing them or by the anxiety of not getting them. This will help us to
break the boundaries of religion, culture, language, and so on. This is
the notion of detachment (vairagya) about which the ancient sages of
India spoke in glowing terms, and which they showed in their lives. In
a spirit of detachment, one overcomes all desires which bind him or her
to the various givens of life. In such a spirit of detachment, people
become capable of collaborating with others taking into account the
common good. Today there needs to be collaboration especially on the
basis of inter-religious dialogue so that a common commitment to
justice and liberation may take place. The collaboration that is
advocated can be mutually enriching and prophetic. It is in such a
common commitment and struggle that they discover and experience
their community and live and celebrate their communion. Thus we have
a convergence of the three dimensions of the spirituality of dialogue,
which makes it not an end in itself, but an element of sadhana towards
the establishment of dharma. 

GLOBALIZATION AND DIALOGUE

Humanity has entered into the new century with the ‘gift’ of
globalization from the previous century. Globalization is a complex
and controversial process of world-wide changes in economy, politics
and culture. Globalization may be good if it means to go beyond one’s
selfishness and limited horizons to the world around. But because it is
a single economy, some view it as a neo-colonialism that compromises
national freedom, especially of its industry. While the developed
countries sing the praises of globalization, the third-world countries are
made to carry the burden of this great global process, in the process
losing many of their sovereign rights. There is no science which is not
affected by this phenomenon. Globalization has become a fashionable
concept in the social sciences, among 
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journalists and politicians, replacing the ideas with post-industrialism
and postmodernism. The global and futuristic rhetoric creates a
euphoria about technologically determined economic growth as a
panacea for all social problems, and the triumph of the Western model
of development.13 In contrast, the globalization phenomenon has been
criticised by many intellectuals both in the West and the Third World,
including Latin America. This indicates that the globalization processes
are not just positive, opening up new opportunities for communication
and growth, but also negative, being accompanied by homogenization
of culture, ecological crisis, a widening gap between North and South,
and the whole problem of underdevelopment in many regions of the
world. 

Very often culture and ethical issues are sidelined in globalization.
The middle class and the upper class have an advantage through
globalization. Hence, very often they do not speak on the evil effects
of globalization. Globalization seeks a single economy; and this single
economy requires a single culture, or two single cultures. Many
consider globalization as the third phase of colonization. Local
collaboration is needed for this. Lured by the possibility of immediate
success and acquisition of wealth, people and nations are led into the
trap of globalization. There arises the need for reducing all cultures to
a single culture. This culture is the culture of the free market. We are
aware that the concept of globalization is endorsed in international
politics, economics, and cultural studies. The predominant tendency is
the progressivist technocratic interpretation of globalization. It
describes globalization as primarily an economy-driven process,
secured by technology, which finally determines the political and
cultural spheres of society. 

Globalization and Market-economy

The advocates of globalization vociferously assert that the global
economy has emerged or is in the process of emerging, that it is
dominated by transnational corporations or multinational corporations,
and that nation states, national economies, and cultures are dissolving.
Everything is now depending on ‘webs,’ and the newest of these global
webs, the Global Cultural Bazaar, uses advanced communication
technologies in the production and dissemination of mass culture. For
some regions, globalization brings unprecedented prosperity, while
others experience extreme poverty. Basic to globalization is control
over production and the market to the profit of a few. It requires
acceptance of a new culture that 
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upholds the supremacy of the market and rejects those who are unable
to cope with it. The homogenizing effects of the commercial ‘global
machine’ results in the devaluation of original cultures and the
disappearance of traditional communities. For many people who have
been uprooted from their land and traditions, globalization is a great
threat. As a result, there is a counter-tendency towards localism in all
its forms, the ‘deglobalization’ of world politics, and the rise of
nationalism and ethnic conflicts. The prognosis of a brave new world
that is the global marketplace is perceived with skepticism and
pessimism by well-intentioned scholars and thinkers. They try to show
that the changes in the international economy are much more complex
and ambiguous than the champions of corporate globalization imagine.
Others try to point out that globalization is purely an economic issue,
and that, in other fields, the effects of globalization have not been felt
to the same degree. Hence many argue for a more integral approach,
which illuminates the overall landscape of economic, social, cultural,
environmental and political relationships. The most disturbing aspect
of globalization is the process of polarization between rich and poor
nations and, within advanced countries, between a privileged minority
and growing marginal social groups.14

The controversies of globalization are manifested in relations
between the industrially developed and underdeveloped countries.
Globalization is an uneven process, and its polarizing effect
concentrates the disadvantages on the side of the underdeveloped
South. As is seen today, poor countries are vulnerable and are more
affected by globalization. What from the Western perspectives looks
like a spread of techno-economic know-how from the centre to the rest
of the world leading to a global triumph of this ‘model,’ is for the Third
World countries an additional challenge complicating even more their
economic and socio-cultural situation. They are forced by the twister
of globalization to be involved more and more in the processes, which
are out of their control. Economic policy and the rules of the game are
settled by ‘imperial corporations’ and world final centres, and the
peripheral countries are disadvantaged in the global market
competition. Contrary to the progressivist projects of accelerated
development and integration into the world economy, sponsored by
state elites and technocrats, the gap between advanced and developing
countries is widening. As Harrel and Woods have pointed out that,:
“Existing inequalities make more likely that globalization will lead to
an increasingly sharp division between ‘core’ states, which share in the
values and benefits of global world 
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economy and polity, and ‘marginalised’ states, some of which are
already branded as ‘failed’ states.”15 The process of globalization in the
economy, in the financial network, and in the production of mass
culture and its dissemination through the mass media, challenges the
nation state, undermining the national economy and the unity of
cultural life-worlds. In order to ensure the acceptance of this economy,
the economic decision-makers create a new culture geared to its value
system. 

Another feature of globalization is the monopoly over natural
resources and the livelihood of the poor. To ensure control over the
natural resources of the South, the countries of the North have in recent
years finalised a set of Conventions and Agreements. Through them,
those who over-consume the resources ensure that the poor preserve
the environment on their behalf. We refer to certain conventions and
agreements like the Convention on Biodiversity (CBD) signed during
the 1992 Rio de Janeiro United Nations Conference on Environment
and Development, the GATT agreement signed at Marakash, Morocco,
on April 15, 1994, and the Tokyo Protocol on Climate Change.  The
CBD was an effort by the rich countries to take control of bio-diversity,
most of which is in Asia, Africa and Latin America. The countries of
the North tried to legalize their stand that bio-diversity belongs to the
whole world. They could then have controlled it as common property.
But in this case most of the countries of the South came together
prevent such an action, and asserted their sovereign right over their
natural resources. The GATT agreement, signed two years later, does
not even recognise this sovereign right, much less that of the local
communities. Its agreement on Trade Related Intellectual Property
Rights (TRIPS) allows mutated genes, though not living organisms in
their natural form, to be patented. Based on its claim that traditional
knowledge is in the public domain, it denies the communities that have
developed it all rights over it. Only what it calls “inventions” can be
patented. Often the “new products” are minor modifications of what
these communities have preserved. At times, patents are obtained for
practices already prevalent among these communities. Consequently,
the communities that have developed these knowledge systems over
centuries do not have a right over them once the corporate sector that
monopolises biotechnology patents them as “new” inventions.  Thus
the economic forces that had till now tried to take control of natural
resources, are trying to monopolize the traditional knowledge systems
by de-legitimising the communities that developed them. It 
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is an attack on their very identity, as such goes beyond
impoverishment, to dehumanisation.16

Globalization and Culture

Although very many scholars tend to see globalization as an
phenomenon of the economy and market, there are very many others
who do not tow this line of thought. They point out that it is more than
a question of economy or politics, and insist on the importance of
culture. Many a scholar has shown how globalization began with
modernity and is driven by cultural or social imperatives. They
emphasize the crucial role of a universalized culture in the
globalization economy and polity. Globalization is seen as the
culturalization of global symbolic exchanges.17

Intrinsic to globalization is a consumerist society. Homogenisation
of culture, control over information, and desensitisation of the middle
class go hand in hand. By culture is not meant the externals like
language, song and dance, as many understand. A culture is a value
system, a worldview governing society, an identity of a community that
makes it human. The present system combines consumerism with a new
culture and new laws. With globalization, focus shifted to the
imposition of a single market economy on the whole world. Change of
culture is basic to this process. The tool used today is information
technology. The main value projected is consumerism. Linked to it is
an apparent absence of alternatives and the powerlessness of those who
lose out. 

Globalization involves the problem of the universal and its relation
to the particular, different and local. While there is a growing tendency
towards homogenization, as a reaction to it there is growing interest in
personal identity, cultural originality, and racial and ethnic differences.
An emphasis on individuality and cultural specificity, and the necessity
to protect them from the standardizing pressure of power structures and
ideological manipulation, overshadows the topic of universality. While
some insist on the individuality and specificity of culture, there are
others who point out the universalistic aspect of culture. It is claimed
that there is a twofold process involving the interpretation of the
universalization of particularism and the particularization of
universalism. Today’s world represents diversity and unity. It is
claimed that multiculturality and polyethnicity do not exclude forms of
cultural unity, but rather change them. There is an increasing global
thematization of ethnicity-within-humankind. An interaction among
national societies has resulted in the creation 
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of a global culture. 
As Robertson has pointed out, we have to address the

epistemological problem of combining both uniqueness and wholeness,
discontinuity and continuity. A multifaceted model of the global whole,
which involves an interaction within a “global field” of four axes –
individual selves, national societies, the world system of societies, and
humankind – needs to be developed. As we know, individuals are quite
important in the globalization process. Indeed, the human being is
ultimately an actor of social-cultural creativity, and the human-centered
approach in the understanding of globalization is heuristically fruitful.
The problems of multiculturalism and gender are among the factors
which  have stimulated the search for fundamentals. An increasing
number of individuals, interested in the questions of human existence,
are forming movements concerned with “the meaning of the world as
a whole.” There needs to be greater effort to understand the
globalization process in a broad cultural perspective. We must take into
serious consideration the special role of culture as the realm of human
creativity and values which counterpoise the “instrumental rationality”
of economy. Culture gives knowledge of both the means and the
ultimate ends, and it establishes human criteria for using techno-
economic power for the best, not for the worst.18 

We need to look at globalization from an ethical point of view. As
mentioned above, globalization is the third phase of colonialism to
which is intrinsic the homogenization of culture. A major consequence
of globalization is that the alternatives that were developed to the neo-
colonial economy during the last four decades have been sidelined. In
their absence, a sense of powerlessness has overtaken the South,
particularly the poor in these countries. This brings us to the first major
ethical issue around culture and globalization – the role of culture in
the economy, imposed in the name of the free market, to get
globalization accepted as the only alternative and ensure high profits
to the producer. A sense of powerlessness of the poor is a consequence
of the apparent absence of alternatives. It also legitimises the
consumerist society. We find that in most countries the middle class
and the elite are the collaborators of globalization. They accept foreign
economic control as the only alternative; and since it caters to their
needs, they view consumerism as being in their interest. The groups
that do not fit into a consumerist society have to be excluded from the
worldview of the middle class. 

Thus, marginalised communities move from the age of 
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exploitation to an era of exclusion. They do not even count as objects
of pity. For the value system of the market to be effective, the middle
class needs to forget them and abandon all talk of poverty alleviation.
The problem is presented in such a way that this class does not at all
feel responsible for it. It is made to feel that the poor are responsible
for their own situation because they do not know how to respond to the
opportunities offered by liberalisation. If the problems get intensified
and aggravated, they can be attributed to local politicians or other
factors, not to over-consumption and the factors that increase the gap
between the rich and the poor. 

Homogenisation of culture has implications also for the dominant
classes that have for centuries thought of their own culture as genuine,
and have treated the rest as uncultured or uncivilised. When possible,
they have imposed their culture on the subalterns. A foreign culture is
a threat to their domination. But gradually they come to a compromise
with the colonisers and integrate themselves into their system. To the
oppressed, on the contrary, a search for liberation is intrinsic to their
status. An assertion of their culture whenever possible is a part of this
search. They view an encounter with outsiders to be in this direction.
Globalization is such one encounter, and they view it as part of this
search. But its homogenisation marginalises them further instead of
taking them towards their liberation. Till now they were exploited,
alienated from their livelihood, and turned into suppliers of cheap raw
material and cheap labour. They are treated as non-humans because in
it humans are those who can be integrated into a consumerist society.
The rest are not considered as human. Thus the single culture
emanating from globalization results in their dehumanisation. As such
it goes against their economic right to share in God’s creation, to a life
with dignity. 

The dehumanisation that accompanies globalization is also an
attack on the identity of the subalterns. To them, natural resources are
not merely of economic use. They have built an economy, culture,
social system, political structures and religious ethos around them. In
the name of profit the new economy tries to take control over them. A
culture of productivity is introduced in order to legitimise the alienation
of their livelihood. The knowledge systems they have developed over
centuries are relegated to the common domain; they have no right over
them. Thus the single culture developed further in the name of a free
market further reinforces their sub-human status. Therefore, the second
ethical issue concerns the right of every community to be human – the
right to be human in the present 
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context to have their psychological and social being, their identity. 
In this context, fundamentalism also plays an important role. It is

closely linked with a market economy and consumerism.
Fundamentalism is a mode of diverting middle class attention from the
problems of the poor by desensitising them to impoverishment.  We
find also in society suppression of those who side with the suppressed
and give them hope for their liberation. At various stages of history
they have used religion as a tool of liberation. Fundamentalism is an
attempt to reinsert them into a system that they perceived as enslaving.
Thus the fundamentalist revival that accompanies the single culture of
globalization, raises the question about the right of the subalterns to
equality. The effort to take control of land and other resources in the
name of profit and negative employment generation deprives them of
their economic support. The laws that relegate their knowledge systems
and resources to the common domain and deprive them of right over
them, hit at their very identity as a community. This process is
reinforced by the fundamentalist revival that turns religion that they
view as liberative, into a tool of oppression and subjugation.19

Dialogue in the Context of Globalization

As a result of globalization, the human being is being forgotten, and the
poor are excluded from society. The tools of cultural propagation – the
media – have become means of spreading this message. Culture in this
case is the set of values that may take the form of fundamentalism or
consumerism. Religion is used to support the culture of consumerism
and profit. The apparent lack of alternatives reinforces this culture. It
is in this context that the option for the poor makes sense as an ethical
issue. The forces behind this culture are also the ones that hide the
impoverishment of the majority to the benefit of a small minority.
Hence, our option in favour of the excluded has to be seen as a major
ethical value. Against the present form of globalization that glorifies
consumerism and profit, it has to propagate a new form of globalization
that takes peoples and nations away from selfish profit seeking to one
based on sharing. A new concept of humanity has to be propagated –
one that questions the marginalisation of the majority for the profit of
a few. A search has to be made for alternatives. The present sinful
system condemns the majority to a sub-human existence. A meaningful
search for alternatives involves, among others, acknowledging our
share in the processes in this state of sinfulness. It involves a
meaningful search 
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for alternatives in co-operation with all people of good will. It is not
enough to condemn the evils of globalization, one has to proclaim and
identify a globalization that is acceptable, the factors that have resulted
in its present form and viable alternatives to it. From there, one needs
to go to a new society based on the empowerment of the powerless.20

Dialogue as the Crucial Imperative

The necessity of dialogue has become all the more relevant today in the
context of globalization and the consequent oppression that is going on.
Neo-colonialism has to be counter-acted, not merely by the method of
attack, but by true propaganda against it. The processes of
globalization make nations and people more interrelated and
interdependent. New opportunities to share information and advantages
of technology, economy, and education come to light At the same time,
the ecological crisis, thermonuclear weapons, and the
underdevelopment of the Third World become global problems,
threatening the survival and future prosperity of humanity. These
global problems can be managed only before they reach a critical point.
The aggravation of these problems can be prevented only by the joint
efforts of all nations. There is a growing understanding of the nature
and world wide danger of these problems, related to the vital interest
of millions of people, and even to survival of the human race. As we
are a part of the human race, interrelated and universally bound on the
planet Earth, we will survive or perish together. Hence, humanity needs
to make a joint effort to find a solution for existing global problems.
Dialogue is a way of communication and a means of searching for an
agreement and for a solution to problems. 

The tragedies that the last century witnessed show the vital
necessity as well as the difficulty of dialogue, whether social, cultural,
or political. Humanity has reached the point when it is in its vital
interest to break a traditional pattern – a vicious cycle of relations
based on force and dominance, on “monological” authoritarian dictum
and exploitation – and move towards equal partnership and dialogue.
In short, dialogue has become a vital necessity for humanity and an
imperative for survival and for enhancing the quality of life. Today,
with the breakdown of many a barrier to human communication, people
discover the great advantage of dialogue and have a chance to explore
the many opportunities which it brings to all the participants in
economy, social development, and culture. The positive motivation for
dialogue, related to human interests in life 
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enhancement and prosperity, makes it more attractive to people. This
is a driving force for the implementation of the idea of dialogue into
social consciousness and then into practice. 

Humanity is discovering the dialogical nature of human
consciousness, language, culture, and social relations. Many
contemporary philosophers like Bakhtin, Heidegger, Marcel, Buber,
José Ortega y Gasset, Emmanuel Levinas, Jurgen Habermas, Karl-Otto
Apel, and so on, have contributed much to the impetus of dialogue
through their various theories. The main category to describe
intersubjective relations is “dialogue.”  It is supported by concept pairs
such as self-other, dialogic-monologic, diacritical dialogue-dialogical
dialogue, borderzone-outsidedness, and so on. I see myself in the other
as a mirror, for whom I am also a mirror. Dialogic relations with the
other is the necessary condition for language, meaning, thought,
culture, and even existence. 

Dialogic discourse is also a basis for democratic social relations.
The opposite, i.e., monologic discourse, is related to a narrow,
unilateral way of thinking and authoritarian power. A deeper
understanding of the problem of dialogue requires new, more adequate,
concepts and approaches. Also the problems of dialogue are not only
theoretical but practical. A dialogue, as a principle of human relations,
challenges obsolete, but still predominant, traditional social relations
and structures, behaviour patterns, and stereotypical thinking. The
movement from monological “centrism” towards dialogical
“polyphonic” relations is for many frightening and painful. Such a step
will have to face cynicism and obstruction from the powers-that-be
whose interests are based on control, manipulation, and exploitation;
they are not interested in dialogical democratic relations, simply
because they do not want to share their power and privileges with
others. We are in an intermediary situation between two ages, when
traditional monological structures are becoming obsolete and
dysfunctional but are still predominant, and while a new, dialogical
type of relations is embryonic and in the process of formation and
maturation.21

COSMOTHEANDRIC VISION AND EXPERIENCE FOR A DIALOGICAL
PHILOSOPHY AND CULTURE

In order to arrive at a basic dialogical philosophy and culture, we need
a changed frame of mind and experience a new intuition and vision.
This I would like to characterise in terms used by Raimon Panikkar in
his approach to reality. Such an intuition and experience 
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Panikkar calls by the name, “Cosmotheandric Experience.” This
intuition takes into account cosmos (nature), God and man. It is an
integral, holistic and all-embracing vision. This vision does not locate
the centre in God, but strikes a balance whereby the three dimensions
find their centre each moment in the free interplay among them. This
principle could be formulated by saying that the divine, the human and
the earthly are the three irreducible dimensions which constitute the
real.22 Perhaps modern Western man needs to experience excruciating
isolation and solitariness in order to (re)discover that the three
dimensions – the divine, the cosmic, and the human – all belong to the
real, and interpenetrate one another, so that everything has
anthropomorphic features, as well as divine and material dimensions.
Our task now is to overcome any and all the overbearing reductionism,
which threatens to confine reality to but one of its constituents. This
insight has to emerge spontaneously. A new innocence is required
here.23

Cosmotheandric experience is the experience of the equality and
irreducible character of the divine, the human, and the cosmos
(freedom, consciousness, and matter). Reality, being one, cannot be
reduced to a single principle. This is the basis for a change, which is
truly pluralistic. In the cosmotheandric reality, all the forces of the
universe – from electromagnetic to divine, from angelic to human – are
intertwined. 

The modern world has undertaken a thoroughgoing
deanthropomorphization of the meaning of the word ‘God.’ It has also
tried to deontologize God. In the same process, Man has equally
devitalized the Earth. The Earth has been left for the dead; by the same
token Heaven has been destroyed. Modern man seems to have
forgotten what the Vedas, the Bible, and the Chinese Classics affirm:
that Heaven and Earth have the same destiny. With Heaven fading
away, the Earth becomes no longer a living Being, but simply matter
and energy. The forces of nature are no longer a living Being, but
simply matter and energy; the forces of nature are no longer living
spirits and qualities, but merely attributes of nature. A totally
deanthropomorphised God would not be real, just as there cannot be
any totally dehumanised universe. Both the cosmic and the divine are
irreducible dimensions of the real which cannot be co-opted by Man,
just as Man meets himself in them. 

The Cosmotheandric spirituality makes us aware that we cannot
save ourselves without involving both the Earth and God in the same
process. With this kind of spirituality, any panmonetary ideology is
overcome. We do not work in order to earn money or to 
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acquire commodities, but because human activity is part of human and
cosmic life, and sustains the entire organism. This spirituality would
heal another open wound for modern man: the chasm between the
material and spiritual, the secular and the sacred, the inner and the
outer, the temporal and the eternal. It is not a question of blurring
differences, but of realizing interrelations and becoming conscious of
interdependencies and correlations. In such a spirituality service to the
Earth is divine service, just as love of God is human love.24

The Cosmotheandric spirituality and vision call for radical
conversion. Half-measures and substitutes will not do. Nothing short
of a radical metanoia, a complete turning of mind, heart and spirit, will
meet today’s needs. As long as the world and man are seen as mutually
estranged beings, as long as their relation is one of master and slave, as
long this relation is not seen to be constitutive of both man and the
world, no lasting remedy will be found, no dualistic solution can
endure either. This understanding of reality at a deeper level will
certainly better today’s world.25

Perhaps one may wonder at the relevance of such a cosmotheandric
vision and experience in dialogue and traditions. This sort of an all-
inclusive intuition and experience will indeed touch our lives and help
to settle our disparate nature. We know that modern man is desperately
in need of experience of transcendence and the ability to dialogue with
one another. For such a dialogue to be successful, the cosmotheandric
vision and spirituality are highly helpful. When we have an all-
inclusive attitude and understand that we are part of that totality, we
will not dare to disparage the other, and will be able to proceed in the
true direction of dialogue as equal partners. 

TOWARDS A DIALOGICAL AND INTERCULTURAL PHILOSOPHY

As we have seen above, we are all engaged in a common venture and
our very existence is dialogical and interdependent. Since our existence
is very much intersubjective, no philosophy worth the name can exist
in isolation without being influenced by other philosophies and
cultures. The concept of dialogue is a key word to a better
understanding of culture in today’s globalized world. Cultures
historically developed in ethnic and national locations, but at the same
they exist in interrelation with each other. To believe in the purity of
different cultures or in a static identity is an illusion; the interrelations
among cultures have traditionally been a source of 
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their mutual enrichment and development. Here the multiethnic
cultures of Russia, Spain, Latin America or India are examples of this
type of mutuality and transformation. 

In the last decades, we have witnessed a fundamental change in the
ways in which different cultures interrelate, creating a global cultural
context with an inevitable reciprocity. Today, the recognition of
diversity in gender, race, ethnicity and plurality of cultures is expressed
in the idea of multiculturalism. But quite often only lip service is given
to the idea of multiculturalism. One can also simply ignore the other
culture, and, in this case, different cultures are perceived as merely
isolated and juxtaposed entities. The higher level of relations to others
and their cultures implies an impartial view, accepting pluralism as a
norm of life and recognizing others as equals, and a reciprocal
understanding, rapprochement, and collaboration. This level is
characterised as interculturality. The term ‘interculturality’ indicates
the real phenomenon of existing intercultural relations, as well as a
certain understanding and attitudes towards it. 

The rather recently emerged term intercultural philosophy implies
a view of philosophy from an intercultural perspective. This is
attracting the attention of a good many researchers. Intercultural
philosophy raises questions about philosophy itself, and involves the
revision of the whole concept of philosophy. It reflects on the impact
of cultural frameworks on philosophy as such, exploring the
fundamental differences of cultural coinages in the forms of thinking
itself. Such a philosophy brings to the forefront the problem of the
interrelations between the culturally-specific and the universal in
philosophy. On the one hand, for some philosophers the notion of
intercultural seems to be incompatible with philosophy as universal
knowledge; but the adherents of interculturality develop a broader and
more pluralistic concept of philosophy, viewed as embedded in certain
cultural and philosophical traditions, while dealing with perennial
questions and aiming to give universally valid answers. In the
expressions like European philosophy, Indian Philosophy or Latin
American Philosophy, the adjectival differences are illuminating; they
may be complementary, but they never deny or even undermine
universal unity of philosophical thinking.  

The term intercultural, when applied to philosophy, is insightful,
expressing several important ideas: 1) philosophy originates in a
cultural context; therefore, the cultural variety of the world presupposes
different types of philosophizing; 2) the ‘inter'  in this term means not
merely recognition of the plurality of 
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philosophical cultures, but also their interrelations and interactions,
including their dialogue; 3) the ‘cultural’ in this word indicates culture
as a common ground for such interrelations and dialogue, since culture
not only includes national or regional originality but also represents the
fundamental unity of humanity. In its essentials, culture expresses
universal human values, such as the unconditional value of human life,
freedom, and dignity, which constitute the common ground for a
dialogue among people as well as among philosophies. This
commonality is especially relevant to philosophy which, by its very
nature, transcends particular views and interests and takes a universal
perspective. 

Perhaps, intercultural philosophy can respond to the current
“philosophy crisis” by trying to diagnose its causes and find solutions.
As Franz Wimmer states, “Intercultural Philosophy is dealing with the
question of whether it is possible and necessary to develop new ways
of philosophizing because of the present conditions of humankind. We
are living in a global world, while we are still thinking in frameworks
conditioned by regionally bound cultural traditions.”26  Philosophers
need to search for an alternative to traditional monological thinking
through interrelations between various traditions - not only dia-logical
between two, but poly-logical among many – and problems of
philosophy can and ought to be made clear by way of interculturally
orientated polylogues. Philosophers from various countries and
continents are contributing towards the development of such a
philosophy. Their works represent various perspectives and theoretical
positions, in many respects overlapping or complementing each other,
forming a polyphonic interaction of creativity. People like Raimon
Panikkar,27 Raul Fornet-Betancourt, Henrique Dussel, and a host of
others are aiming to work out paradigms of such a philosophy. For such
a philosophy to be effective we need paradigms like “intercultural-
interreligious paradigm” (Panikkar), and “intercultural-liberation
paradigm” (Betancourt).28  Let us hope for the development of more
and more such paradigms so that a truly intercultural philosophy will
be established. 

CONCLUSION

We have analysed at some length the need of different approaches to
philosophy and culture. Once we recognize the multidimensionality of
truth and pluralism, a dialogical philosophy and culture is easy to
develop. For this, a change of attitude becomes a must. 
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When we are willing to enter into an intersubjective relationship of
availability (which is rooted in the spirit of freedom and democracy)
and disposability, and without any intention to dominate, a dialogical
philosophy becomes a reality. In such a situation there will be concern
and sharing. Through dialoguing, one experiences a sort of
transcendence which may be called ‘community’ where ‘communion’
prevails – it is a relationship of ‘intimacy.’ Panikkar sees the world
meeting in a ‘cross-cultural horizon’ which is experienced through
disclosure rather than enclosure. Today we realize the need to move
from a culture of exclusion to a culture of embrace. In exclusion we
make use of the language of emotional responses which range from
indifference to hatred. On the contrary, the language of embrace is that
of covenant. A covenantal relationship involves commitment. It speaks
of both autonomy and belonging, of individual commitment and
ongoing social situatedness.29 An awareness is dawning on us that old
forms of being, identity and belonging are no longer adequate. As the
planet has become an interconnected ‘global village,’ new paradigms
are needed if we are to survive meaningfully in peace and harmony.
Old ethnic and racial boundaries need to dissolve through the
emergence of new life. Cultures will not die or disappear but continue
through new flesh and spirit.30 This ‘enfleshing’ of the new spirit calls
for a new ethics – not merely an ethica divina, or an ethica humana,
but an eco-ethica humana. This is what is called dharma
(righteousness) in its widest sense. A dialogical philosophy and culture
in this spirit is the goal we have to set for ourselves, and if we strive in
a spirit of transcendence and humility, this is not an unachievable goal.
Let us strive and hope for such a dawn to come upon us without much
delay. 

Vijnananilayam Institute of Philosophy
Janampet, Vijayarai – 534 475, India
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of Panikkar, Joseph Prabhu, ed. (New York: Orbis Books, 1996).
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the other papers included in it: “A Self-Critical Dialogue,” pp. 227 -
291.
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