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Abstract

In this article T will argue that the globalisation process has carried two major implications for
intercultural communication research: 1) It has provided a new target group; professional
practitioners in multiethnic societies. 2) It has made ‘cultural identity’ one of the most important
concepts in intercultural research. The challenge for intercultural research today is to provide
analytical tools for the practitioners - tools which are developed in relation to the complexity in
multiethnic societies.

Intercultural communication research has got a new target group due to the globalisation process: The
professional practitioners in multiethnic societies; the nurses, the social workers, the lawyers, the
teachers etc., who in respect of their professionalism are responsible for a successful intercultural
communication. Traditionally the professional practitioners have been left with handbooks and
readers mainly based upon functionalistic theories (Martin & Nakayama 2000, Samovar, Porter &
Jain 1981, Asante & Gudykunst 1989, Hofstede 1980, Okabe 1983, Prosser 1978). Lots of answering
has been given. However more and more professional practitioners have experienced that simple
answers to cultural differences do not work in multiethnic societies.

The complexity in society demands more complex questions and answers. I will argue that a
poststructural approach is able to handle the complexity of the concepts, which are necessary to
describe the multiethnic societies. I will also argue that it’s both necessary and possible from a
poststructuralistic, approach to develop analytical tools, which refer to the practitioner’s everyday
experiences. The functionalistic approach has already proved that practitioners want practical tools,
they can use in praxis in everyday life. In respect of this need I find one of the challenges in the field
of intercultural communication to develop analytical tools on the basis of the complex concepts
describing complex societies (Bauman 1999, Jensen 1998/2001).

The article is divided in three parts. In the first part I will discuss how the field of intercultural
communication research can contribute to professional practitioners in multiethnic societies. In the
second part I will present four analytical tools for intercultural communication as seen from a
poststructuralistic perspective. These analytical tools sum up into a model for intercultural
communication. The third part will discuss the concept of cultural identity in relation to intercultural
communication.

Keywords: multiethnic societies, cultural identity, positions of experiences, -cultural
presuppositions, self-perception, analytical tools for practitioners.

Intercultural communication in a global context

Intercultural communication research has by definition been related to the understanding of national
cultures as the fundamental principle. Cultures were nations. Apart from the curiosity that most
intercultural readers began with a short passage telling that sometimes people inside a nation could be
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more different from each other than people across cultures (Samovar, Porter & Jain 1981), the whole
idea of intercultural communication was linked to national culture.

However already 10 years ago Ulf Hannerz argued, that rather than talking about different national
cultures, we should see all cultures as creolised societies (Hannerz 1992). Hannerz grasped early the
discourse that continued in new discussions about globalisation. Globalisation normally refers to two
opposite processes: a) The globalisation process, in which we are all getting closer and closer to each
other by consumerism, ideology and knowledge about each other. b) The localization process, which
makes us focus intensively at our local nation or local ethnic group (Featherstone 1990, Hylland
Eriksen 1993).

In the debates about globalisation it is intensively discussed, whether globalisation is a new process or
not. Jonathan Friedman suggests that there is nothing new. He argues that the mobility, which is seen
as central to globalisation, primarily applies to the elite (Friedman 1994: 23). Zygmunt Bauman
agrees, but he adds that it makes sense to see the mobility as the idea of society. Bauman also argues
that the mobile society is not open to everybody. Globalisation has, according to Bauman, caused a
new polarisation in societies that divides people into two groups: tourists and vagabonds. The tourists
can travel free with few restrictions. The vagabonds are forced to travel caused by war, poverty or
hunger. The vagabonds are not welcomed like tourists, but are met with high walls of customs duties
and barbed wire (Bauman 1999). Although Bauman can be criticized for making up a too simplistic
picture, I think he points to some of the most important discourses in Western societies, significant to
the intercultural communication process: The discourses telling whom to include and whom to
exclude, which I find is a social practice crucial to research in intercultural communication.

It’s often argued that there is no difference between intercultural communication and other kinds of
communication (Gudykunst 1994, Sarbaugh 1979). However in multiethnic societies, one of the
differences is exactly that in intercultural communication it is a legal discourse to discuss who of the
participants in a communication process ‘really’ belongs to the majority culture. Intercultural
communication in a globalized world is forced to take that circumstance into account and include
questions of globalisation and cultural identity.

What does the “classic’ research field offer practitioners?

In short, the field of intercultural communication research can be divided in two main traditions. A
tradition based upon a functionalistic approach and a tradition based upon a poststructuralistic
approach. The functionalist research tradition has tried to predict how culture would influence
communication. Focus has been on identifying culture as a barrier against a more effective
communication (Samovar, Porter & Jain 1981!, Samovar & Porter 1972/1991, Brislin 1986,
Gudykunst 1983, 1994, 1995, Hall 1959, Sarbaugh 1979). In these works practitioners are offered
tools to describe how they can expect the intercultural communication to appear. The functionalist
research tradition also includes competence research that tries to establish criteria to determine which
characteristics a person needs in order to acquire intercultural competences (Gertsen 1990, Sederberg
1994, Kincaid 1987).

The Dutch management researcher Geerd Hofstede’s work, Culture’s Consequences (1980), have
had an enormous influence on the research tradition in intercultural communication. Hofstede
investigated the relationships between employees and managements in forty different cultures, and on
this basis he developed four dimensions like power-distance (small/large), uncertainty

! From 1972 to 1995, functionalist communication research has monopolised the practice of education in intercultural
communication in USA and in almost all other Western countries with the highly influential textbook by Samovar and
Porter, Intercultural Communication: A Reader, which has been published in 6 editions.
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avoidance/anxiety, individualism/collectivism, masculinity/femininity. The dimensions are all based
on the idea that cultures are homogenous national cultures that do not change in time worth
mentioning. Most often Hofstedes dimensions are used uncritically in spite of the fact that they were
developed more than 20 years ago?. William B. Gudykunst who is one of the pioneers in the field of
intercultural communication, is one of the influential researchers who legitimise the use of Hofstedes
work in newer times. “Anxiety/uncertainty Management (AUM) Theory: Current status” is the title
of an article in which he presents his new theory of intercultural communication. It’s written in 1995,
and builds upon Hofstedes dimensions, developed from the perspective of nations as homogeneous
static societies. However, Hofstedes model is an offer. An offer to categorize the world in some very
simple categories that we can recognize from everyday life. Hofstede offers all interested in
intercultural communication an immediate explanation of how the communication in management is
influenced by culture.

William B. Gudykunst and Yun Kim took by their book, Communication with strangers (Gudykunst
& Kim 1984), a very important step in their attempt to describe the intercultural communication
process. They argue (like Yoshikawa) that we shall see intercultural communication as a dialogical
process, in which both persons involved are both addresse and addressed. Their model describes
interpersonal intercultural communication as person A and B message/feedback influences with
psycocultural, sociocultural and cultural filters. Framing the whole communication process is
environmental influences (Gudykunst & Kim 1984:14). The authors explain their model as follows:
“Without understanding the strangers’ filters, we cannot accurately interpret or predict their
behaviours (Gudykunst & Kim 1984: 35). Related to the poststructural approach the model is missing
the aspect of power. You could however argue that the aspect of power could be in every part of the
model, but somehow it’s not mentioned at all. The model gives a possibility to think in social
differences, but it still leaves the possibility of categorization with national cultures as the dominant
and most relevant in every communication process.

Poststructural offers?

Compared to the functionalists’ offers, the poststructuralistic approach at the first glimpse does not
appear very useful. Most of the researchers working with a poststructuralistic approach are either
philosophical (Applegate & Sypher 1983, 1988, Gonzalez & Tanno 1999, Jandt & Tanno 1994, 1996)
or discussing issues related to theory of intercultural communication (Collier & Thomas 1988).
Collier & Thomas discuss e.g. intercultural communication from the perspective of the individual.
They define intercultural communication as “... who identify themselves as distinct from one another
in cultural terms” (Collier & Thomas 1988: 100). This definition differs from the then dominant
thinking by taking its point of departure in the actor rather than in the culture. It is the interpretations
of the participant that determine what culture the person belong to.

From a poststructuralistic approach Fred Jandt and Dolores Tanno wrote some very important articles
about ethics and methods (Jandt & Tanno 1996) the articles were outstanding theoretical and
philosophical work which address the importance of labelling and constructing ‘the other’ in
intercultural research. In 1995 Jandt published a reader in intercultural communication, in which
students are introduced to a poststructuralistic approach (Jandt 1995). Jandt’s reader is the first, and
most competent reader to intercultural communication from a critical perspective. Jandt takes a part
of the funtionalistic researchers into account but is always using it related to context and research
methods.

2 See Jensen & Lengreen 1995: 40-42 for a critique of Hofstede’s work and Jensen 1998: 180-183.
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From another tradition, but as part of a constructionist thinking , the Japanese-American Muneo
Yoshikawa does a study of intercultural dialogue. Yoshikawa published a short article (1987) in
which he presents ‘The Double Swing Model’. The model is a sign of infinity®. Yoshikawa is inspired
by Martin Buber who works with a duality in the relationship between ‘you and I’. With this model
Yoshikawa emphasised that both parts in the communication play the role as addresser and addressee.
In the double-swing model, communication is seen as an infinite process and the two participants will
both change in the meeting. Yoshikawa underlines that the goal for a communication is not to
eliminate differences, but to use the dynamics that arise through the meeting (Yoshikawa 1987).

Intercultural communication model

In a study of intercultural communication in complex, multiethnic societies (Jensen 1998), I
developed a model for intercultural communication from a poststructuralistic approach through 4
analytical tools.

Cultural Cultural
self-perception Self-perception
cuns (oo cuns

. Fix-points
presuppositions \ - presuppositions

DBDDD (QdE

: /o
Positions of Positions of
experiences experiences

O

With this model I want to a) give a description of an intercultural communication process between
two actors, who are both addressers and addressees, b) to emphasize the inter connectedness between
the participants in the communication process and 3) to show that the communication process is an
infinite, ongoing process (Yoshikawa 1987).

The aim of the model is to let the practitioner or student think through an intercultural communication
process and reflect upon it from a new perspective.

3 To be correct it is a Mdbius band, which can be illustrated by a cut rubber band, twisted around once and put together in
a shape like a sign of infinity. By following this shape you change sides over and over again.
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Positions of experiences

The concept of ‘Positions of experiences’ refers to the fact that all interpretations are bounded in
individual experiences, but although the experiences are subjective, they are related to the social
position of a person.

From an everyday perspective, theoretically represented by Berger and Luckmann (1966), the term
experience is central. In intercultural communication we have to respect that our communication
partner might have other experiences, and are socialised to experience his or her world as real (Berger
& Luckmann 1966). It is impossible to ignore one’s experiences. That is an important fact in
intercultural communication. The philosopher Hans Georg Gadamer has been occupied with the
meaning of understanding. Gadamer sees interpretations as being related to the experiences of the
actor. ‘Positions of experience’ is inspired by Gadamer’s term, horizon of experience.

“The Horizon is the range of vision that includes everything that can be seen from a
particular vantage point” (Gadamer 1975/1989: 302).

Understanding is based upon experience. We understand the world on the basis of our own
experiences, and our experience of the world is limited by our vantage point (ibid.). In relation to
intercultural communication this means that we cannot only see cultural differences as the only
differentiation to interpretation, but we have to take the horizon into account. As [ will argue later on,
the horizon could be limited by the social space of the actor. In that case actors’ experiences will be
different, not only related to their different cultures, but also related to their social position in society.
The development of the concept of “positions of experiences’ is also inspired by the awareness of the
concept of ‘positioning’. The social constructionists Davies and Harré (1990) describe positioning as
follows:
“Positioning, as we will use it, is the discursive process whereby selves are located in
conversations as observably and subjectively coherent participants in jointly produced
story lines. There can be interactive positioning in which what one person says
positions another, and there can be reflexive positioning in which one positions oneself.
However it would be a mistake to assume that, in either case, positioning is necessarily
intentional. One live one’s life in terms of one’s ongoing produced self, whoever might
be responsible for its production” (Davies & Harré 1990: 40).

Positioning in between ethnic majority and ethnic minorities are often produced along national and
ethnic differences. The minorities often have a hard time to get another positioning from the majority,
not only in the media but also in the everyday position they are given (Hussain et al. 1997, Jensen
2000).

Seen as an analytical tool, positions of experiences gives: 1) an awareness of how different positions
are crucial to the interpretation of the communication, 2) a reflection that persons in intercultural
communication always have different opportunities to give different positions of themselves.
Essential to a critical intercultural communication perspective is, that social positions and
experiences are not floating in space, but are created in social structures. Experiences and
positionings are made in the social space on the given conditions of the individual. This point of view
resembles Bourdieu’s term habitus (Bourdieu 1986, Bourdieu & Wacquant 1992/1996).

3) The tool focuses upon the individual differences, but is interconnected with structural differences.
In the case of intercultural communication ethnic background always is a part of a person’s
experience, but the actual role played in the communication is negotiated with other relations.

If we use “positions of experiences’ as an analytical tool the following questions are relevant to ask:
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Where and how in the communication does the actor tell about his/her primary experiences??

How does different subject positions influence the actor’s way of positioning him/herself in relation
to culture?

In which ways does the actor’s social position influence the actor’s experiences and his or her
interpretation of the communication process?

Cultural presuppositions

‘Cultural presuppositions’ refers to knowledge, experience, feelings and opinions we have towards
categories of people that we do not regard as members of the cultural communities that we identify
ourselves with.

‘Cultural presuppositions’ is also inspired by Gadamer’s work. The aim of this analytical tool
originates from my interest in finding a term for ‘understanding across cultural communities’. I found
a piece of the answer in Gadamer’s simplified doctrine: “All understanding is a matter of
presuppositions” (Bukhdal 1967). No matter what kind of knowledge we have about other groups, no
matter how lacking and prejudiced it is, this knowledge is the basis for the interpretations we make.
The cultural presuppositions of an actor will always be part of available discourses in society.

“A discourse is a particular type of representation. A discourse is a group of statements,
which provide a language for talking about — i.e. a way of representing - a particular
kind of knowledge about a topic. When statements about a topic are made within a
particular discourse, the discourse makes it possible to construct the topic in a certain
way. It also limits the other ways in which the topic can be constructed” (Hall 1997:
201).

The intention of the concept of ‘Cultural presuppositions’ is to create awareness about the ordinary
process that people outside our own social community often are characterised (negatively) on the
basis of our own values. This explains why ‘they’ (very often) are described as ‘the inadequate
others’ while our own culture is idealised. While the actors’ understandings are constructed on the
basis of discourses in society, cultural presuppositions could be described as the actors’ actual use of
discourses in society. In an analysis of e.g. an intercultural interview, and an interview with a topic of
intercultural issue, it is also possible to find discursive formations.

“Whenever one can describe, between a number of statements, such a system of
dispersion, whenever ... one can define a regularity ... we will say ... that we are
dealing with a discursive formation” (Foucault in Hall 1997: 202).

Cultural presuppositions is a very simple but practical tool to be aware of the discourses and
discursive formations in everyday life. At the everyday level it’s a help to be aware of how e.g. a
client is categorising ‘others’.

In general you could find the cultural presuppositions in communication or texts, by asking:

How are ‘the others’ described?

How does the description and interpretation of the others tell something about our own values? ©

*All primary experiences are registrated, even if they do not directly relate to culture. The intent of this collection is that the
researcher can validate interpretations later on by comparing with how the actor argue about other topics.

5> Where in the text do we find descriptions of groups in the plurals? Where is the word ‘they’ used? What do ‘they’ do?
Are there patterns for what ‘they’ do? What words are used in the descriptions, do the words have positive or negative
connotations?
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Cultural self-perception

‘Cultural self-perception’ is the ways in which an actor expresses a cultural community as the one he
or she identifies with.

Cultural self-perception is strongly connected with cultural presuppositions, as it is through the
construction of ‘the others’ we construct narratives about ourselves. ‘Cultural self-perception’ can
point out the idealisation that often occur when the debating parts represent different values or
different cultural communities. Cultural presuppositions and cultural self-perception will also be
tools to grab ethnocentrism, as ethnocentrism is the way you see your own culture as the natural
centre, and comparing others cultures with your own sovereignty.

The analytical goal of this tool is to gain access to the ways in which the actors understand their own
cultural communities. Cultural self-perception can describe social communities like e.g. national,
ethnic or gender contingent communities. In this connection it is primarily used in relation to national
cultures. Depending on which cultural community is emphasised it can be linked to different
identities.

Cultural self-perception is often hidden as “the right way” to organize life. In practice this tool
enables the researcher to ask: What cultural communities does the actor identify with? Does the actor
identify him- or herself as distinct from other cultural communities? Does the actor idealise his or her
own cultural community?

Cultural fix points

‘Cultural fix points’ are the focal points that arise in the communication between two actors who both
feel they represent a certain topic. For a topic to be seen as a ‘Cultural fix point’ it requires that both
actors identify with this topic, and that they position themselves in a discussion. Cultural fix points
are not entirely arbitrary, but they relate to societal structures.

Intercultural communication is normally related to misunderstanding and conflicts — although most of
all intercultural communication is without any problems (Jandt 1995). To be able to focus more upon
the exception I see fix-points as a way to sharpen our views.

In relation to intercultural communication the aim of the ‘cultural fix points’ is to identify some
patterns in the conflicts that are characteristic of given periods. In Denmark in the 90’s we could e.g.
point to gender roles, arranged marriages, education of children and scarfs. It is impossible to predict
whether these aspects will have significance, but we can investigate whether they are significant in
the actual situations, because cultural fix points demand that both actors identify with a topic.

In practice a researcher can ask: what topics provoke emotional statements? In practice the researcher
listens for or reads for a deviation from the opponent’s rhythm, speech turns, interruptions, vocal
pitch, word constructions, slip of the tongue, eagerness, uncompleted sentences, argumentation
pattern, etc. Is it possible to identify a point of disagreement?

With these four tools for analysis ‘positions of experiences, cultural presuppositions, self-perception
and fix-points,

the researcher can encircle how the actors interpret each others’ expressions in everyday life. The
tools for analysis offer a systematic work method in general analyses of what is going on in

6 1g something seen as obviously right? Is an explicit value expressed? Is it taken for granted that some actions are

rational?
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intercultural communication processes. I see the analytical tools as a possible way for practitioners to
get a vocabulary of ‘the others’ which make them reflect upon their own everyday reaction to their
clients, patient etc. However are also closely linked to the construction of identity in relation to
‘others’. Cultural identity is, as I have argued earlier in the article, a very important part of
intercultural communication.

Cultural identity in intercultural communication

I have always wondered why intercultural communications always have called for so many emotions.
With the concept of cultural identity I think we get closer to at least a part of an explanation to that
phenomenon.

Stuart Hall shows in his work that the game of identity is played everywhere in society, that’s why we
have to include the major significance of identity within intercultural communication (Hall &
McGrew 1992, 1996). In relation to cultural identity the work of Arjun Appadurai is interesting.
Appadurai argues that within the global we have developed a number of ‘scapes’ with a larger
structural and identity-caring significance than the national communities. Appadurai mentions the
following ‘scapes’: 1) ethno-scapes which are about integration; 2) mediascapes, dominated by mass
media; 3) techno-scapes, referring to global technological development; 4) finance-scapes, that draw
attention to the autonomous cycle of finances and 5) ideo-scapes that illustrate how ideologies are
developed across national borders (Appadurai 1991: 192-193). Appadurai point by his ‘scapes’ to a
new form of imagined communities (Anderson 1983), that could take over from the imagined
communities of the nation.

Different meanings

Like the term ‘Culture’, the term ‘cultural identity’ has many different meanings. And just as with
‘culture’ different paradigms prefer certain meanings of the term. Thus we can point at a functionalist
based understanding of cultural identity where the goal is to find a national mind, a particular
characteristic identity of the population as a whole (Regilds 1995). Within the humanities the term
cultural identity also exists, but with another meaning. That is, a form of identity created by a uniform
use of texts and exchange of and use of symbols as parts of identities (Fornds 1995: 240). From this
perspective it is investigated how e.g. young people use and read symbols in fashion magazines etc.
Within the constructivist perspective it is a general understanding that cultural identity is a form of
social identity constructed in relation to other people in a given period of time.

“Cultural identity is a core aspect of this welter of phenomena that confront us. The
term refers to a social identity that is based on a specific cultural configuration of a
conscious nature. History, language and race are all possible bases for Cultural identity
and they are all socially constructed realities” (Friedman 1994: 238).

With this, Friedman argues that cultural identity is a social identity based on specific cultural forms
that are all socially constructed. One of the most characteristic features of cultural identity today is the
meaning of politics. We have moved from broader politics based on universality such as Marxism to
politics where gender, ethnicity and local identity have been given central significance. This has
created new social categories and new identities and new political groups (Friedman 1994).

Stuart Hall, who has been working with cultural identity from a cultural study-tradition agrees
however only in very general terms with Jonathan Friedman. Like Friedmann, Hall also regards
cultural identity as social identity and he also agrees that it has to do with nation and race. Hall defines
cultural identity as follows:
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“Cultural identities — those aspects of our identities which arise from our ‘belonging’ to
distinctive ethnic, racial, linguistic, religious and, above all, national cultures” (Hall &
McGrew 1992: 274).

Contrary to Friedman, Stuart Hall works with a decentralised subject or multiple identities. Identity,
Hall argues is historically rather than biologically defined. The self is fragmented and does not
contain one identity but several and often contradictory identities. The subject’s identity is not given,
but the subject occupies different identities at different points of time (Hall & McGrew 1992, Gergen
1985, 1991, 1997).

“Identity becomes a “moveable” feast formed and transformed continuously in relation
to the ways we are represented or addressed in the cultural systems which surrounds us
... Within us are contradictionary identities pulling in different directions, so that our
identifications are continuously being shifted about” (Hall & McGrew 1992: 277).

According to Hall the reason why we see ourselves as coherent persons is the narratives we construct
about ourselves. “If we feel we have a unified identity from birth to death, it is only because we
construct a comforting story or ‘narrative of the self” about ourselves” (ibid. 277).

In continuation of Collier and Thomas’ (1987) use of cultural identity, Hall’s use of the term is very
interesting for the development of intercultural communication in complex societies. By working
with multiple identities we develop skills for pinpointing the identities that e.g. young people who
live in diaspora express. The young people do not express that they are torn between two worlds, but
that they live in two worlds. Multiple identities are also relevant in relation to intercultural
communication because it provides us with an explanation why certain topics create heated
discussions (fix-points). If certain topics actualise different identities the communication will have
connotations that the participants might not be prepared for.

When identity is formed in relation to others it also gets a political twist (Gergen 1991, 1997). This
happens e.g. when the majority fixes the minority in the idea that ‘they’ are different, have another
religion and e.g. lack national linguistic qualifications, it’s part of the social process of ‘othering’, in
which the majority constructs and normalises distances to other groups (Kelly 1998, Razack 1998,
Kitztinger & Wilkinson 1996). E.g. a Turkish-Danish girl is constructed as traditionally Turkish by
Danish girls and seen as inauthentic or confused if she chooses to position herself with more features
in common with Danish girls (Jensen 1998). The girl can choose between being in the group by
positioning herself as Turkish like the ethnically Danish girls expect or otherwise having a lower
status in the group. In both cases the Danish girls are the defining group. Through their construction
they maintain the right to include or exclude the Turkish-Danish girls.

In everyday life’s intercultural conversations this means that the ethnic minorities have to invalidate
the majority’s simplified understandings of them.

Cultural identity as an analytical tool

Although Hall’s definition of cultural identity is interesting it does have an important weakness in
relation to intercultural communication: It assumes that national identity always will be the primary
identity. This means that we have not dissociated ourselves from the intercultural research’s
underlying reducing way of seeing national culture as the most important explanation in a
communication situation (Jensen 1998: 16-19). To solve this problem I will suggest that the
actualised identity depends on the topic, what the participants are talking about. Some conversations
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will actualise national identity while other conversations will not concern national ideas at all.
However, the conversation still has to be seen in an intercultural context.

Thus I propose that we use an understanding of cultural identity which is not delimited by race,
ethnicity or nation but as a figure which holds different kinds of identity such as gender, work, hobby.
By doing this we do not create a hierarchic structure and avoid having one certain identity as the
determining one. Figuratively speaking, we can see cultural identity as a yellow dandelion. Every
little yellow leaf symbolises a fragment of our identities. In practice all identities are in the flower all
the time. It is only analytically that we can distinguish, fix the floating identities — only in a short
moment it is possible to point out specific fragments of identities (Jensen 2001).

In practice the concept of cultural identity can be used in two ways:

1) as training to professional practitioners to see users as more than ethnic minorities. Focusing on
e.g. age or gender gives the social worker a possibility to be conscious of her or his cultural
presuppositions of the client.

2) to be conscious of one’s own cultural identity. When does the nurse actualise her gender identity?
When does she use her professional identity?

In relation to professional practitioners their professional identity is of certain interest. In the Nordic
countries it is my guess that most of the educations are national, and not multiethnic in their basis. An
everyday consequence of this fact is, that it takes a lot of reflection and discussion for the professional
practitioners to find a multiethnic professionalism.

The professional cultural meeting

I have argued that the global changes has made it important to work explicitly with intercultural
communication in relation to professional practitioners in multiethnic societies. After a short
presentation of my theoretical perspectives I have shown how I see intercultural communication in
everyday life. By presenting a model of intercultural communication, I also showed four different
analytical tools, which were all part of the model. The last very important part of intercultural
communication for practitioners are the concept of cultural identity. By making an operationalisation
it’s possible to be more aware of one’s own identity, e.g., national.

To be a professional in multiethnic societies involves different degrees of intercultural awareness. To
have intercultural competence as a practitioner is to have a professional knowledge about e.g. the and
analytical tools in intercultural communication I have presented and concepts like globalisation, the
concept of culture, language, intercultural communication cultural identity — and work with
anti-discrimination and equal ethnic rights as the basic assumption.

References

Anderson, Benedict (1983): Imagined Communities. Reflections on the Origin and Spread of
Nationalism. London: Verso.

Applegate, James & Sypher, Howard (1983): A Constructivist Outline”, in Gudykunst, William B.
(ed.): Intercultural Communication Theory - Current Perspectives. International and
Intercultural Communication Annual, vol. VII. Beverly Hills: Sage.

Applegate, James & Sypher, Howard (1988): ”A Constructivist Theory of Communication and
Culture”, in Kim, Young Y. & Gudykunst, William B. (eds.): Theories in Intercultural
Communication. International and Intercultural Communication Annual, volume XII. Newbury
Park: Sage.



Journal of Intercultural Communication, 3(2), 2003

11

Appadurai, Arjun (1991): ”Global Ethnoscapes: Notes and Queries for a Transnational
Anthropology”, in Fox, Richard G. (ed.): Recapturing Anthropology: Working in the Present.
Santa Fe: School of American Research Press.

Asante, Molefi K. & Gudykunst, William B. (eds.) (1989): Handbook of International and
Intercultural Communication, Newbury Park: Sage.

Bauman, Zygmunt (1999) Globalisering — De menneskelige konsekvenser, Kebenhavn: Hans
Reitzels forlag.

Baumann, Gerd (1999): The Multicultural Riddle — Rethinking National, Ethnic, and Religious
Identities. New York and London, Routledge

Berger, Peter & Luckmann, Thomas (1966): The Social Construction of Reality: A Treatise in the
Sociology of Knowledge. Penguin Books, London.

Bourdieu, Pierre (1986): Distinction: A social critique of judgements of taste. London: Routledge and
Kegan Paul.

Bourdieu, Pierre & Wacquant, Loic (1992/1996): Refleksiv sociologi - mal og midler. Kebenhavn:
Hans Reitzel.

Brislin, Richard et. al (eds.) (1986): Intercultural interactions — A practical guide. Volume 9,
Cross-cultural research and methodology series. Beverly Hills. Sage.

Bukhdahl, Jergen K. (1967): “En filosofisk hermeneutik. En introduktion til Hans-Georg Gadamers
“Sandhed og Metode™”, 1 Kritik, nr. 4.

Collier, Mary Jane & Thomas, Milt (1988): “Cultural Identity - An Interpretive Perspective”, in Kim
& Gudykunst (eds.): Theories in intercultural communication. International and Intercultural
Communication Annual, volume XII. Newbury Park: Sage.

Davies, Bronwyn & Harré, Rom (1990): “Positioning: The Discursive Production of Selves”, in
Journal for the Theory of Social Behaviour, vol. 20, no. 1.

Featherstone, Mike (1990): ”Global Culture. An Introduction”, in Theory, Culture & Society, vol. 7,
p. 1-14.

Fornés, Johan (1995): ”Youth, Culture and Modernity”, in Fornds & Bolin: Youth Culture in Late
Modernity. London: Sage.

Friedman, Jonathan (1994): Cultural Identity and Global Process. London: Sage.
Gadamer, Hans-Georg (1975/1989): Truth and Method, 2" ed. London: Sheed & Ward.

Gergen, Kenneth J. (1985): “The Social Constructionist Movement in Modern Psychology”, in
American Psychologist, vol. 40, no. 3.

Gergen, Kenneth J. (1991): The Saturated Self. Dilemmas of Identity in Contemporary Life. New
York: Basic Books.

Gertsen, Martine C. (1990): Fjernt fra Danmark - Interkulturel kompetence i teori og praksis.
Kebenhavn: Samfundslitteratur.

Gonzalez, Alberto & Tanno, Dolores (1999): Rhetoric in intercultural contexts, International and
Intercultural communication annual volume xxii

Gudykunst, William B. (ed.) (1983): Intercultural Communication Theory - Current Perspectives.
International and Intercultural Communication Annual, vol. VII. Beverly Hills: Sage.



Journal of Intercultural Communication, 3(2), 2003

12

Gudykunst, William B. (1994): Bridging Differences (2" ed.) Interpersonal Commtexts, 3. Thousand
Oaks: Sage.

Gudykunst, William B. (1995): “Anxiety/Uncertainty Management (AUM) Theory: Current Status”,
in Wiseman, Richard L. (ed.): Intercultural Communication Theory. International and
Intercultural Communication Annual, vol. XIX. Thousand Oaks: Sage.

Gudykunst, William B. & Kim, Young Yun (1984): Communication with strangers. An approach to
intercultural communication. New York: Random House.

Hall, Edward (1959): The Silent Language. Greenwich: Fawcett.
Hall, Stuart & du Gay, Paul (ed.) (1996): Questions of Cultural Identity. London: Sage.

Hall, Stuart, Held, David & McGrew, Tony (eds.) (1992): Modernity and its Futures. London: Polity
Press, Open University.

Hannerz, Ulf (1992): Cultural Complexity - Studies in the Social Organization of Meaning. New
York: Columbia University Press.

Hofstede, Geert (1980): Culture's Consequenses: International Differences in Work-related Values.
London: Sage.

Hussain, Mustafa, Yilmaz, Ferruh & O’Connor, Tim (1997): Medierne, minoriteterne og
majoriteten: En undersogelse af nyhedsmedier og den folkelige diskurs i Danmark. Kebenhavn:
Nevnet for Etnisk Ligestilling.

Hylland Eriksen, Thomas (1993): “Fleretniske paradokser — en kritisk analyse av
multikulturalismen”, Grus, nr. 41, Arhus.

Jandt, Fred (1995): Intercultural Communication - An Introduction. Thousand Oaks: Sage.

Jandt, Fred & Dolores Tanno (1994): “Redefining the “Other” in Multicultural Research”, in The
Howard Journal of Communications, vol. 5, no. 1 & 2.

Jandt, Fred & Dolores Tanno (1996): The “Other” in Multicultural Research: An Update and
Expansion, paper presenteret pd IAMCR 20" General Assembly & Scientific Conference,
Sydney.

Jensen, Iben (1997): Intercultural Communication. Constructions of Cultural Identity Between
Young People”, in Nordicom-Information, nr. 4/1997.

Jensen, Iben (1998/2001): Interkulturel Kommunikation i komplekse samfund, Roskilde
Universitetsforlag, Kebenhavn.

Jensen, Iben (2000): Hvornér er man lige kvalificeret? Etniske minoriteters professionelle adgang til
etablerede danske medier. Naevnet for Etnisk Ligestilling, Kebanhavn.

Jensen, Iben (2001): “N4r den faglige identitet er national” in Psyke og Logos.Nr.1, 2001 Argang 22

Kelly, Jennifer (1998): Under the Gaze — Learning to be Black in White Society, Fernwood
Publishing, Halifax

Kincaid, Lawrence (ed.) (1987): Communication Theory: Eastern and Western perspectives.
London: Academic Press inc. Harcourt Brace Jovanovich College Publishers.

Knapp, K., Enninger, W. & Knapp-Potthoff, A. (eds.) (1987): Analyzing Intercultural
Communication. Berlin: Mouton de Gruyter.



Journal of Intercultural Communication, 3(2), 2003

13

Martin, Judith & Nakayama, Thomas (2000): Intercultural Communication in Contexts, California,
London, Toronto: Mayfield Publishing Company

Okabe, Roichi (1983): “Cultural assumptions of east and west: Japan and the United States”, in
Gudykunst, William B. (ed.): Intercultural Communication Theory - Current Perspectives.
International and Intercultural Communication Annual, vol. VII. Beverly Hills: Sage.

Prosser, Michel (1978): The Cultural Dialogue: An introduction to intercultural communication.
Boston: Houghton Mifflin.

Razack, Sherene H. (1998): Looking white people in the eye — Gender, race and culture in
courtrooms and classrooms, Toronto, Buffalo, London: University of Toronto Press.

Rogilds, Flemming (1995): Stemmer i et greenseland. Kebenhavn: Politisk Revy.

Samovar, Larry A., Porter, Richard E. & Jain, N. (1981): Understanding Intercultural
Communication. Belmont, CA: Wadsworth.

Samovar, Larry A. & Porter, Richard E. (ed.) (1972/1991): Intercultural Communication: A Reader
(6" ed.). Belmont, CA: Wadsworth.

Sarbaugh, L. E. (1979): Intercultural Communication. New Jersey: Hayden Book Company.

Sederberg, Anne Marie (1994): “Interkulturel kompetence - hvad er det, og hvordan udvikler man
det?” 1 Kulturmode og interkulturel kompetence, Sprog og kulturmede, 6. Aalborg: Center for
sprog og interkulturelle studier, Aalborg Universitet.

Tanno, Dolores & Alberto Gonzalez (1998): Communication and identity across cultures,
International and Intercultural communication annual volume xxi

Wetherell, Margaret & Potter, Jonathan (1992): Mapping the Language of Racism. Discourse and the
legitimation of exploitation. New Y ork: Harvester Wheatsheaf. unication. London: Sage.

Yoshikawa, Muneo (1987): ”The double-Swing Model of Intercultural Communication between the
East and the West”, in Kincaid (ed.): Communication Theory.: Eastern and Western Perspectives.
London: Academic Press inc. Harcourt Brace Jovanovich College Publishers.





