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1)
For a free and fruitful dialogue among civilizations, the respect of
other civilizations is a prerequisite. But how can we conceive the
basis for this respect, and how can we carry it out?
In the critical tide of the unilinear evolutionist concept of human
civilizations, which has prevailed since the second half of the
nineteenth century, the theory of cultural relativism was
formulated by several American anthropologists, Ruth Benedict
among others, in the years between the two World Wars
(“Configurations of Culture” in American Anthropologist, 1932;
Patterns of Culture, 1935). This idea was defined by Benedict
herself as “a new base for tolerance”. And by now, from lack of
any other efficient theory, cultural relativism has been referred to
as an important theoretical support for the tolerance of diversity of
civilizations.
Nevertheless, in the actual situation of human civilizations, I must
point out two main defects in the cultural relativist idea. First, it is
based on a kind of cultural essentialism, in considering a culture as
a delimited configuration treatable as unit, carried by a delimited
group of people. It is clear that this concept of culture leads us
finally to an impossibility to understand other cultures or to
interrelate with them. Second, to tolerate every other standpoint,
including that which denies cultural relativism, tends to
isolationism.
The first point, that is, the cultural configuration idea may serve to
minority groups, who are victims of oppression and
discrimination, as a fabricated banner to fight for their otherwise
legitimate request. That kind of banner is possibly colored with
cultural essentialism or fundamentalism which mobilizes people
not through rational convictions but on emotional bases. It also has
the danger to give birth to a fanatic purification movement.
The second point has two aspects. The first aspect comes from the
overall tolerance for any culture, and consequently, it results in a
dangerous non-interventionism. The second aspect is related to the
approval of all that actually is, especially concerning the state of



life in underdeveloped countries. Should everything that exists be
respected as their proper way of life? If so, is cultural relativism a
principle only for well-fed peoples?
How can we overcome these tricky problems to realize an open-
minded dialogue among civilizations?
First, as regards civilizations or cultures, the subject and the object
of the study being of the same dimension, in both a cognitive and
moral sense, we must deny the false belief in the objectivity of any
particular standpoint, even if it is equipped with some scientific
apparatus. That is, all our standpoints are subjective, with
inevitable cultural bias.
Second, starting from this awareness of our subjectivity, we must
not take any standpoint as absolute or universal. Instead, we must
try to relativise and objectify our subjectivity, from other cultural
view points. This attempt leads us to the method of “triangulation
of cultures”, which we will discuss later.
Third, we should not interpret a phenomenon of another culture in
our own terms, but in terms of the culture in question.
Even though these principles may seem to us quite obvious, their
realization is not. To overcome the cultural relativist dilemma, we
must begin by distinguishing two pairs of contrasting concepts:
the global versus the local, and the universal versus the particular.
We should not mistake the global for the universal. The global is a
fact, and a matter of power, which may be political, military or
economic. The local is a relative concept: as one thing becomes
global, other things become local. The universal is not a fact,
because it is impossible to prove the real universal validity of
anything, but it is an aspiration or a value orientation for the
worldwide achievement of something. The particular, on the other
hand, has its own original value which cannot be denied by the
fact that it has become local in relation to the global.

2)
   We all are aware that human beings have an egocentric
tendency, in spite of their fundamentally sociable nature.
 For many human groups, the term to name their own group is
synonymous with the word to designate humans in general, and
they often apply a discriminatory word to strangers. The Japanese
of the sixteenth century called the Portuguese namban, or “the
savages of the south” because they came to Japan from the
southern countries. The peoples of these countries were also called
by the same word namban by the Japanese, following the
previous Chinese custom.



 In Europe too, the word “savage” was applied to designate the
inhabitants of non-Occidental countries, like the indigenous
peoples of the Americas at the first phase of contact. It is worth
noting that the adjective “savage” was largely replaced by that of
“primitive” in the nineteenth century, when the supremacy of the
industrialized Occident over the non-Occidental world was
established, and the evolutionist idea of human civilizations
prevailed.
 The word “savage” is derived from a Latin word “silva” or the
“forest”, which was opposed to “domus” or the human’s living
space.
When the term “savage” was applied to the non-Occidental
peoples, the focus was therefore placed on the differences in their
living space and habits. Thus, the “savage” people could serve the
Europeans as a mirror to criticize their own civilization, as is
visible in the Essays of Montaigne, or in the idea of “the noble
savage” of the eighteenth century.
 But the adjective “primitive”, meaning one who was born first,
taken from the terminology used in the history of arts and of
Christianity, was applied to characterize non-Occidental peoples
or societies, as “backward” in relation to the Occidental people
who considered themselves to be the most advanced. Here we see
that the focus on the difference in space and habits expressed by
the adjective “savage” was transferred to a focus on the difference
in time, more precisely to the difference in the developmental
stages of human civilizations, which were thought to be universal.
Thus, the term “primitive” mostly replaced the adjective “savage”.
 As late as after the Second World War, expressions like
“primitive people” or “primitive society” were still being used
without any reservations even in anthropological writings, until
the period of the nineteen fifties when these peoples or societies
began to be called “underdeveloped”, which changed again later
to the euphemistic adjective “developing”.
 I lay stress on this question of characterization of peoples and
societies in the worldwide scale and its transformations in the
course of history for three reasons. First, reflections on this issue
are indispensable for the mutual understanding among
civilizations. Second, without considerations on these points, no
heart-to-heart dialogue among civilizations may be possible,
especially if the participants include those from the societies which
have been considered by the Occidental people as “savage”,
“primitive”, “under-developed” or “developing”. Third, the



problems of so-called development are actually the subject of
great concern in any encounters among civilizations.

3)
 By tracing transformations of the Occidental concepts of the
peoples or societies of the non-Occidental world, we realize that
before the first stage, that is to say before the period of the
application of the adjective “savage” to the newly encountered
non-Occidental peoples, there had been in Europe an old and
popular image of the savage or the “Wild Man”, an image always
attached to the forest.
 Among other peoples of non-Occidental countries too, we find a
similar concept: an imaginary savage being living in a kind of
parallel-world. I will limit myself to just two examples, one from
old Japan, sato vs. yama, or “village” vs. “mountain”, and another
example, yiri vs. weogo, or “dwellings” vs. “bush”, from the
Mossi people of West Africa where I lived for many years. For
the Japanese, an insular nation, in addition to mountains, the sea
provided another imaginary space. The invisible world beyond the
sea, including its bottom, also constituted a parallel-world, and the
strangers coming from there called ebisu were received with a
respectful fear.
Thus, we can recognize that, at the stage of the “savage”, in the
Occident as well as in other parts of the world, the cognition
process toward strangers – imaginary or real – was similar across
cultures, and not entirely contemptuous. This was true even of the
idea of the “noble savage”, which has its root in Europe of the
Middle Ages. In the eighteenth century, the term “noble savage”
became substantialized by being applied to the strangers of non-
Occidental world after the first contact on a large scale. The Edo
people of the old Benin kingdom of West Africa, believed that the
first Europeans, who came from the sea, were incarnates of their
sea god Olokun, and the Incas of South America took the
conquistador Pizarro as their culture hero deity Viracocha who
had gone to the sea and was returning. Similarly, though the
sixteenth century Japanese called the first encountered Portuguese
“the savages from the south”, it does not mean that these new
strangers were fully looked down upon by the Japanese.

Nevertheless, if the cognition process of the first encounter was mutual, the important fact is that it was
always the Europeans who went to the other countries, overcoming many difficulties, and “discovered” the
inhabitants. For example, neither the Japanese, nor the Amerindians arrived in Europe by their own initiative
and effort. However, by the second stage, the cognitive process as well as the real relations between the



encountered peoples were not mutual any more. Since then, characterizations like “primitive” or “under-
developed” are always done unilaterally from the side of the Occidental peoples.
 I think to pose the question of how and why this expansionistic and universal orientation was formed in the
Occidental civilization, and not in others, is fundamental to understanding global vs. local features, or
universal vs. particular characteristics found in human civilizations today.

4)
   Among fundamental factors which might give an expansionistic and universal oriented character to the
Occidental civilization, we can cite first the agro-pastoral subsistence economy along with the closely related
monotheistic and anthropocentric world view formed in the ancient west Asia. As this world view is clearly
formulated in Genesis of The Old Testament, I would like to introduce the “Genesis paradigm”. By this I
mean the whole complex of value and technological orientations, which gave the basis to the Occidental
civilization.
   As for the subsistence economy, the Europeans basically inherited the most ancient food-producing
economy from Mesopotamia, in which animal husbandry and farming were organically combined. The
maximal use of domestic animals not only for food and clothing, but also for farming and transportation,
was elaborated in Mesopotamia in a more efficient way than may be found anywhere else in the world. The
use of wind and water energy, combined with the variable applications of the principle of rotary motion
were other technological particularities there.
   In other words, an archetype of the rationalistic exploitation of nature was formed in ancient west Asia.
When introduced to Europe, it was elaborated further, as is the case of the three-field rotation of crops, using
a wheeled big plough powered by several horses or cattle. The ideological conviction that human beings
were singled out by the Creator to be the masters over other living things, formulated in Genesis, might have
contributed to develop these rationalistic and pragmatic orientations.
These orientations can be made clear by contrasting them with almost opposite ones found in the traditional
value and technological orientations of the Japanese. If I schematize the Occidental ones as “human-
independent orientations”, the Japanese ones may be formulated as “human-dependent orientations”.
The human-independent orientations found in the Occidental technological culture consist: first, of a concern
to devise instruments that will ensure consistently good results, regardless of personal human skill; and
second, of a concern to make maximum use of non-human energy, thus sparing human beings the pains of
labor, while at the same time obtaining results on a larger scale.
By contrast, the human-dependent orientations, which I find in the Japanese technological culture, are
characterized: first, by the use of simple, non-specialized tools to obtain an effective result with the aid of
highly trained human skills; and second, by the unsparing use of human energy to obtain good results.
The use of non-human energy necessitates a system of energy transmission, by making wide use of the
principle of rotary motion by means of wheels, gears, drive-belts or connecting rods. Nevertheless, none of
these were present in the technological culture of Japan before the beginning of so-called modernization at
the middle of the nineteenth century.
It is clear that the use of non-human energy could be shifted from animal power or water and wind energy to
steam, fossil fuel, electric and nuclear energy. Therefore, we understand that in the 0ccidental world, the
industrialization and technological modernization was a process of continuous development. However, in
Japan, as in many other non-Occidental countries, the so-called modernization was a grafting process,



although we must recognize differences according to what had been achieved in each country during the
preceding “Early Modern” period.
In Japan, the two centuries and half of the Tokugawa period preceding modernization can be considered as
the phase of elaboration of the above mentioned human-dependent technological orientations. After this
period, in the Meiji era, the amalgam of these two opposite technological orientations, human-dependent
and human-independent technological orientations, which are at the same time complementary, resulted in
giving modern Japan a certain strength in the international industrial market place.

5)
To these two types of orientations in the East-West contrast, if we add another type of value orientation from
the South, we may recognize more clearly the fundamental characteristics of these East and West
orientations.
As the third type of value orientation, I take an example from the ancient Mossi kingdom of Burkina Faso,
West Africa. this people have lived on slash-and-burn shifting cultivation of millets in the savanna. The
choice of this people is due to my long personal research experience among them.
The essential traits of their value orientation may be very briefly formulated as follows: to make maximum
use of a given situation, by currying favor (belem) with the invisible supreme power (wênde), as well as with
the king or with all powerful or socially influential persons, in order to ask them, while offering them
presents or services, to sort out a difficult situation (manege).
On the basis of this value orientation, in the technological sphere, the Mossi people have elaborated a form of
“bricolage”. The word “bricolage” became well known after it was used in an analogical sense by Claude
LÉVI-STRAUSS (La Pensée sauvage, 1962) to characterize the intellectual process of mythological
thought, which works by means of “signs”, in contrast to scientific thought, based on “concepts”.
Starting from this definition, here I use this term in the technological sense. That is to say, to designate a
technique whereby, rather than making use of the “genuine parts” designed for a specific system to arrange
the matter in hand, they make a clever use of whatever happens to be available, through the visible analogy
supplied by the material. Thus, the Mossi blacksmiths, for example, manufacture flint guns using the
steering rod of an abandoned car as the barrel, while the people make sandals, to sell at local markets, using
scrap car tyres in place of animal leather.
 Facing nature, which is overwhelmingly mighty, instead of decomposing and transforming it for human
profit, they make the maximum use of it by applying to it a keen analogical sense. It is seen in the subtle use
of gourds as various recipients and of wild plants in basketry some of which are uniquely found here. These
utensils are soft and intimate to use, and entirely a part of the natural ecological cycle. I deeply regret I cannot
show you any examples of these admirable objects today.
  In comparison with the active and rationalistic Occidental value orientation, the Mossi people are passive, in
regard to nature as well as to society. Nevertheless, they are not fatalists, as they always act, expecting good
luck.

6)
This kind of tripartite comparison, which I call “triangulation of cultures”, makes it easy to relativize and
objectify one’s own standpoint as well as the other two, by taking the two others as points of reference.



Based on an analogy borrowed from geodesy, this naming also suggests a further direction, which is to
cover major parts of human cultures with such significantly contrastive triangles, by multiplying them
starting from one triangle, like ours.
The above mentioned three different value orientations which constitute our triangle, will be properly used as
operational models if we eliminate the proper noun attached to these models, like European, Japanese or
Mossi, and call them as Models A, B and C. To cover still larger parts of humanity, we should certainly
multiply the models. At the same time, if necessary, we may also divide them into sub-types like Models A1,
A2, B1, B2 , or C1, C2.
  However, these sets of basic orientations, extracted from historical and ethnographic materials taken from
societies that have been studied for a rather long period, should not be considered as a fixed pattern, to avoid
the same fault as cultural relativism by taking a culture as an “configuration” with its core character. Rather,
they may serve as operational idealized models of heuristic value in comparative studies. What happens in
reality is obviously determined by historical and other factors, many of which are accidental.
For instance, to find the answer to the question posed above, why in the late-fifteenth and sixteenth centuries,
it was the Europeans and not other peoples, who achieved those maritime expansions on a large scale, we
must take into consideration, besides the above discussed value and technological orientations, historical
context and facts related to this subject.
As an important preceding factor, we should underline first the accumulation of geographical knowledge in
the Mediterranean world. And second, the accelerated improvement of ships and navigation techniques,
such as the introduction to the European square-rigger, of the triangle sail borrowed from the Arabic dhow
ship, which enabled the navigator to sail against the wind. Owing to this technical improvement, the Santa
Maria, equipped with this new triangle sail, could reach the New World. As other examples of technical
improvement, we can cite also those of the pivot supported compass and the axis-handled rudder. To these,
we must add the elaboration of navigation techniques on the basis of Persian astronomic knowledge.
It is noteworthy from the point of view of dialogue among civilizations that all these improvements which
had prepared the Europeans for great navigation, were the fruits of contact among civilizations, especially
between Christian European and Islamic Arabic-Persian worlds.
The improvements in knowledge and techniques were brought by the peoples of intermediary position. The
accumulation of geographical information was concretized in maps elaborated  especially by the Jewish
cartographers in the Balearic islands, who were in touch with the Muslim North African peoples from
whom they got precious geographical information on Africa, which was the main objective for the
Portuguese maritime exploration in the second half of the fifteenth century. As for the improvements in
navigation techniques, they were realized by the Italians of big trading ports, like Genoa and Venice, which
became prosperous because of their intermediary role through the Crusade period.
And it was the Italian navigators, like Ca da Mosto, Columbus, or Pigafetta who contributed much to
pioneering the maritime expansions. They did this under the sponsorship of Iberian royalties, first Portuguese
and then Spanish, after the Reconquísta or at its last phase. It is well known that one of the most important
motivations for these first maritime explorations was to reach gold producing countries by way of the sea,
detouring round the thick walls of the Islamic world.
Therefore we see that what prepared this big turning point of human history was largely derived from the
intercivilizational relations which were sometimes antagonistic. The Europeans’ superiority at this era over
the inhabitants of the countries they reached consisted in the domains of long distance navigation techniques
and firearms. Like the compass, firearms also originated in China, and were introduced to Europe through



Islamic countries. However, it is noteworthy that they were systematically improved as a part of military
technology by the Europeans.

7)
Through the foregoing arguments, we understand the importance taking into account the historical context
and occurrences to interpret an intercivilizational fact. At the same time, the triangulational comparison of
civilizations, using the above mentioned operational models always has a heuristic value that the historical
interpretation alone cannotprovide.
As for the subject of the European maritime expansion discussed above, throughcomparisons with two
other models of value orientation, extracted from Japanese and from African Mossi materials, we can say
that the Occidental value orientation, supported by the monotheistic anthropocentric conviction may be less
tolerant and more universal-oriented than the two others.
In the old Japanese polytheistic or even animistic world view, human beings are not considered the masters
over other living creatures, but, together with them as a humble part of nature. Human’s relations with nature
were of an emotional rather than an intellectual character, as it is clearly seen in Japanese literature and art.
Consequently, in Japan before the so-called modernization since the mid-nineteenth century, the natural
sciences did not develop with a view to analyzing nature and making more efficient use of it. Especially
during the two and a half centuries of the“Early Modern” Tokugawa era, in almost all domains of
technology, practically no “innovation”, but only elaboration or refinement took place.
This is clearly recognizable in comparison with so many innovations in the Occident. As I pointed out earlier,
with the human-independent oriented technology, innovation can easily take place, by changing the source
of the energy used, and at the same time by ameliorating the transmission system of the source energy.
In this sense, I would like to introduce another contrastive set of value orientations, “purpose-oriented” value
in the Occident, versus “process-respected” value in Japan and also in the ancient Mossi kingdom. In the
process-respected orientation the “attitude” rather than the result is appreciated, and this is also seen in the
Japanese or the Mossi ritualism in human relations. During the national isolation period of two and a half
centuries preceding the so-called modernization of Japan, in the islands at the eastern extremity of the
Eurasian continent, the Japanese seemed to concentrate on refining their particularity, but they never
imagined making their culture universally valid.
 As opposed to the remarkable improvement of navigation techniques in the Mediterranean world, a
crossroad of civilizations, Japanese shipbuilding techniques remained unchanged for a long time. They are
quite different from those of the Occident, where the hull is constructed on the keel and ribs. In contrast,
Japanese traditional ships have neither keel nor ribs. The hull is built by directly connecting the boards, in
partly overlapping positions, attached with special curved nails called funakugi. The advantage of this type of
ship is a large loading space in proportion to the whole hull, but evidently it is not suitable to sail across the
ocean. The Japanese were an island nation, but not maritime people.

8)
With regard to the intercivilizational questions, the first turning point was the Europeans’ maritime
expansion in the late-fifteenth and sixteenth centuries, which we have discussed. The second turning point
was the Occidental world’s colonial expansion in the nineteenth century.



At this time too, there were many historical factors to be considered, but what was decisive was that the
industrial and military supremacy of the Occident over the non-Occidental world was overwhelming.
Therefore, in our framework with three models the questions should already be posed, why did only the
Occidentals of our Model A became strong enough to influence a society remote from itself like Japan of
our Model B, or to colonize another, like the Mossi kingdom of our Model C? Similarly why did the latter
two remain stationary and later come under the influence of the first, our Model A, either voluntarily in the
case of Japan of our Model B, or involuntarily in the case of the Mossi, our Model C?
There is no single, straightforward explanation. Nevertheless, in seeking to interpret this phenomenon within
our framework, two points will be noted. First, Model A was ideologically sustained by a strong, universal-
oriented drive. Second, what had been pursued and to a large extent achieved by Model A conforms well
with the fundamental, three-fold human desire, also shared by the peoples of Models B and C, of “getting
more, more rapidly, with less pain”. That was the major reason why the so-called modern technology, first
realized in the Occident, had a very wide, and even global validity.
I postulated earlier that the universal should not automatically be identified with the global. Still, an
orientation towards the universal may be a prerequisite for becoming global. The basic ideological
framework of Model A, which I have called the “Genesis paradigm”, is characterized by a strong universal
orientation on account of its vision of the creation of the universe and of the origin of mankind, even though
Genesis was basically concerned with the history of the people of Israel. This universal orientation is
particularly clear when compared with the myths of the origin of the society considered in Models B ad C,
whose conceptions of the world appear to be much more closely related to particular political societies.
In Europe, moreover, diverse cultures in close proximity to one another were connected intellectually
through a common language, Latin, already by the eve of their great maritime expansion in the late-fifteenth
century. Having long enjoyed all kinds of inter-cultural contacts, the European peoples could forge
technological cultures, the features of which, in many cases, would later obtain validity beyond the borders
of this or that local society with its particular culture. If a particular cultural feature of a local society tends to
be valid in many other local societies, that feature can be said to be universal-oriented and will tend to have
global validity.

9)
Since the 1960s, in the third phase of contact and change between the three societies in question, not only has
there been a much wider range of contacts, but the introduction of culture from abroad has become
autonomous and free. This is also true for the Mossi people of Model C, who have gained political
independence from France, within the frame of a new republican state, Upper Volta and since 1984,
Burkina Faso.
Unlike in the second phase discussed above, in this third phase the orientations of each of the three models
have changed, especially in the moral sphere, with regard to human labor and nature. At the same time,
relations between Models A and C, on the one hand, and Models B and C, on the other, have come to be
conceived in terms of co-operation for technological and economic “development”. But what kind of
development should we adopt to ensure a genuinely better future for mankind?
It is true that the technological culture of Model A, having best realized the three-fold basic desire of human
beings, tends to be globally accepted. The remarkable propagation of Model A in the technical sphere has
altered the moral sphere of Models B and C. At the same time, it has become clear that the surplus this



generates on a global level causes the irreparable destruction of nature and the dehumanization of labor
through excessive mechanization and market economy principles.
To sum up the foregoing arguments, I would like to make a few brief remarks on three points: first, the value
of particular technological cultures; second, the human attitude to nature; and third, human labor.
As I stated already, we must distinguish between the particular and the local. A particular value orientation
elaborated over generations in a technological culture, even if it is in the present days local and minor, must
be carefully understood in its own ecological and techno-cultural context, and not be judged by a so-called
global standard.
In the framework of my “triangulation of cultures” I have taken only three examples to establish three
operational models; to establish a global reference for particular value orientations, however, an exhaustive
investigation must be made of local technological cultures. This is needed to illuminate a better future,
without taking as absolute the values of modern Occidental technological culture, the basic orientations of
which are found in our Model A.
As for the second point, we must start from the viewpoint that mankind is part of nature, and not its master. It
is imperative that we live in harmony with nature, without destroying it. In the domain of technology, we
must not only re-evaluate and propagate the traditional craftsman’s respect for the natural characteristics of
his materials, but also try to develop this orientation in our present-day technological context.
In this domain, as I mentioned already, the subtle techniques used in Model C and in many other African
societies to make baskets and other containers should be widely studied and introduced in other societies. As
these locally made and recyclable containers are cheap, beautiful, sturdy and easy to use for a variety of daily
purposes, they are always popular in village life and do not need to be replaced by plastic or metallic
containers.
To develop this aspect of technological culture, it may be important to revive and propagate through
education the basic feeling of respect or awe towards nature which has traditionally characterized the value
orientations of Models B and C.
As for my third point, apart from the basic notion of labor, the notion of contract and the mode of labor to be
rewarded – piecework or timework – must be reconsidered, with more importance being attached to social
and human relations. Broadly speaking, the notion of contract and timework dehumanize labor, making
human labor a merely economic act; but at the same time they liberate the individuals involved from non-
economic compulsions.
It may be important to recover the ethical value of labor by rehumanizing it, as was stressed by Mohandas K.
Gandhi and, under his influence, Ernest F. Schumacher. At the same time, this should not imperil individual
rights and freedom.
With regard to all these problems facing us today, our discussions have led in two major, apparently
contradictory, directions: a rejection of arrogant anthropocentrism and a search for human-centeredness. In
so far as we are human beings anthropos or members of the species Homo sapiens, we cannot be entirely
non-anthropocentric. Nevertheless, having learned to reject, after many a long struggle, both geocentrism
and ethnocentrism, we now need to reject, in this age of globalization, anthropocentrism.
Alongside the remarkable advances made in molecular biology and human genetics, mankind must seek an
inter-species ethic that fulfils the need for human beings to live in harmony with other living creatures. At the
very least, we must abandon the belief that human beings are created to dominate nature and are capable of
controlling it entirely. Obviously this issue has a bearing on the current problems of technology and the



global environment. At the same time, faced with the ever-advancing tide of global electronics and the
human alienation that results from this, human-centeredness in technology must be recovered.

10)
In researching these areas, we, human beings, need to rediscover the particular values of local cultures, in
order to rehabilitate them in a global context without mistaking globalized values for universal ones. In this
sense, effective dialogues among civilizations are urgently needed.
As a result of the foregoing arguments and on the basis of the preceding workshops and discussions in our
conference, I would like to propose, as a recommendation to the United Nations University, to organize
simultaneously and locally a series of small group discussions, which may be publicly open.
  Taking the methodological advantage of the “triangulation of cultures” for such intercivilizational
discussions, each group would be composed of the participants from three significantly different civilizations,
including young people, preferably boys and girls in their early teens. Consequently, these discussions will
not be dialogues, but “trialogues”. As I explained regarding the triangulation of cultures, to argue about a
question by joining three significantly different standpoints is efficient to relativize and objectify not only
one’s own standpoint, but also each of the other two. However, if the number of parties exceeds three, it may
not be efficient to deepen the discussion.
The subjects of these “trialogues” must be concrete, but fundamental issues for human life, such as “family”,
“happiness”, “crime”, “labor”, “death”, “future”, and so on, for which we have no global standard. The
University could compile the results of these “trialogues”, locally organized in small groups, possibly for
publication.
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