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CULTURES AND RESPONSIBILITY

By :  Edith SIZOO

It is a great honour to be invited to contribute an article for a Chinese book.  I was born in a tiny country, the Netherlands, with a population of only fifteen million people,  a very small percentage of mainland China.  The fact that I learnt other languages, that I spent a number of years in Hong Kong and India and am now living in France, that I devoted all my professional life to understanding the problems of intercultural communication,  does not take away a feeling of  humbleness in the face of this request.  

My contribution is inevitably written from a European cultural perspective. That makes me all the more hesitant to positively respond to this invitation.

Another hesitation comes from the fact that it may be a hazardous adventure to draw attention to Human Responsibilities in a world where the issue of Human RIGHTS has been the main preoccupation in many parts of the world.  

Moreover, individual people have been oppressed in the name of  ideologies which were supposed to serve collective interests. Once there is finally a certain degree of liberation from these collective constraints, people may be inclined to only pursue their personal interests.  Why should they still be concerned about the interests of millions of others, and about the problems technological progress has created for the well-being of the Earth ? 

But still…

Some ten years ago, I spent some time with an indigenous community high up in the North of Guatemala.  This community had endured tremendous sufferings inflicted on them by the descendants of  Spanish colonizers during violent persecutions in a period of dictatorship.  The evening before I left, I sat down with the old chief of the community, looking  over the beautiful mountains.  After a long silence, he asked : “What do you think is the opposite of love ?”  I wondered…then answered :  “Hatred?”  -  “No”, he said, “no, I think it is indifference”.  And he continued saying : “You see the river down there ?  As long as people love or hate,  there is water running in their river, down stream or up stream.  But when people are indifferent, their river dries up and their feelings cannot change direction.  There are only few people who hate us, the original people of this land, so much that they are capable of torturing and killing us, our innocent women, children and men. But there are many people around who are indifferent. And that is why the few get their chance."

In this article I would like to make a plea  for not letting "the few" determine the fate of humanity and of our common beautiful planet, for not being "the many" who are indifferent to the violation of human rights and to the survival of  Planet Earth itself.  Would that not be the essence of “responsibility” ? A concern for each of us and all of us together ?  Is responsibility not the hidden face of Human Rights ? Would the wisdom of the Guatemalan indigenous Chief not be a way towards a renewed conscience of our personal and common responsibility ;  a way of expressing our deep felt love for the mystery of Life itself ? A mystery, indeed,  that goes far beyond our human understanding, but which we live and enjoy every day. 
New challenges… new responsibilities (
)

At present, international life is underpinned by two pillars :  the Universal Declaration of Human Rights, which focuses mainly on individuals but also on communities, their dignity and the defence of their rights, and the Charter of the United Nations, which focuses on States,  peace between them and development.  These two pillars have been a framework for undeniable progress in the organisation of international relations.  However, the last fifty years have seen radical global changes.  Humankind now confronts new challenges.  It is clear that these two initial pillars are no longer enough to come to grips with current and future change.  

Never before have human beings had such far-reaching impacts on one another’s social, political, economic and cultural lives.  Never before have they possessed so much knowledge, and so much power to change their environment. 

Yet, widening economic gaps within and between nations, the concentration of economic and political power in ever-fewer hands, threats to cultural diversity, and over-exploitation of natural resources, are creating unrest and conflicts world-wide and giving rise to deep concerns about the future of our planet :  we are at a crossroads in human history.

Unfortunately, the social institutions which should enable these new challenges to be met are working less and less well.  The pervasive power of international markets is undermining the traditional role of states.  Scientific institutions, pursuing their narrow specialist interests, are increasingly pulling back from analysing and confronting the global issues which challenge humanity.  International economic institutions have failed to turn the rising tide of inequality.  Business has often pursued its profit goals at the expense of social and environmental concerns.  Religious institutions have not adequately fulfilled their role to provide responses to the new challenges faced by our societies.

In this context, every one of us must take up his or her responsibilities at both the individual and the collective level.  Of course, responsibilities are proportionate to the possibilities open to each of us.  The more freedom, access to information, knowledge, wealth and power someone has, the more capacity that person has for exercising responsibilities, and the greater that person’s duty to account for his or her actions.  But every human being has the capacity to assume responsibilities;  even those who feel powerless can still link up with others to forge a collective strength.

Hans JONAS 
 has clearly explained that in pre-modern times ethics was predominantly concerned with the human being and geared towards a common present: “Love your neighbour as yourself”,  here and now.   Nature was supposed to take care of itself  and the future was supposed to be always better thanks to human progress and the discoveries of the sciences.

XXIst century ethics has to extend its concerns.  It has to design modes of conduct which not only nurture humankind,  but nature as well. It has to set norms which are geared not only to the present but to the future as well.  And our newly gained freedoms must be guided by the principle of precaution.  Awareness is needed not only of the possible negative effects of our actions in the short run, but even more in the longer run.
The concepts of Culture and Responsibility

In this article we will focus in particular on the relationship between Cultures and Responsibility in connection with the new challenges humankind has to face.  This requires to be clear about the two concepts.  

Culture :  content and functions

In the course of the history of the social sciences, the concept of “culture” has been defined in many different ways.  The working hypothesis of Network Cultures and Development,  which was developed and tested with my colleagues in this international network during some ten years, was found to be useful.  It proposes to distinguish the content and the functions of Culture.  The content could be seen as being formed by :

 "the complex whole of responses groups of people give to challenges

 posed by  their social and natural environment”.   

The content of Culture is expressed at different  (but interwoven) concentric levels which range from the tangible and visible to the intangible and invisible :









* Technical /  material









(all forms of technology, arts)











* social organisation

(economy, politics,

power relations)

* symbolic representations

(archetypes, myths, concepts of time, perceptions of the human being and of his relation with nature and the cosmos, the sense of life, values) 

The three circles form a "complex whole" .  This implies that all aspects of a culture are part of the whole and that there is interaction between them. (For instance : a funeral reveals a "technical" way of doing things, a way of social organisation and a vision on the human being in relation to what goes beyond his individual life).

The responses to the challenges are inherited (from ancestors), borrowed (from others) or invented by people themselves.

As the challenges people have to face are always in a process of change because the natural as well as the social context are in constant evolution, culture is by definition a dynamic process. People are shaped by their culture and are shaping it as well.  

In this process of constant change, culture "serves" people by fulfilling a number of functions. Culture provides a feeling of belonging to others (self-esteem).  It helps to situate oneself in a historical itinerary shared with others (identity). It helps to select  between alternatives when choices have to be made and to define strategies for struggle which have been experimented by the group one belongs to.  It provides a feeling of psychological security in the sense that those who belong to a culture know its implicit unspoken codes.  But the essential function of culture is probably that a culture provides sense to the course people strike when responding to challenges in their natural and social environment. In English and French,  the word “sense” signifies “meaning” as well as “direction”.  The specific role of  intellectuals, artists, poets, writers, and philosophers is to articulate this twofold sense, each in their own capacity.  They thus contribute to a clearer understanding why their society functions as it does and how it orients its future.

All this being said, one should not loose sight of the fact that people nowadays tend to be associated with different groups and sub-groups each with their own (sub-)cultures, some being more dominant than others.  And in that web of (often partly overlapping)  groups and cultures people are on the move.  Their position in that web tends to change over time.  Depending on time and place a person may show a culturally determined way of behaving, typical of one group rather than another one.  For instance : at home a young soldier will behave according to a family code which is likely to be quite different from the code of conduct in the army.

Responsibility: a twofold commitment

"Love, freedom, responsibility do not exist : 

Only the proofs of love, freedom and responsibility exist"

Jean-Claude Brémaud

In the European languages derived from Latin the profoundly human  notion of responsibility has two complementary etymological dimensions :  the first one comes from the Latin verb "spondere" which means to promise to stand guarantor for something or someone or to take charge of someone or something. Parents stand guarantor for their children and any kind of  (social, political, religious) leader is supposed to stand guarantor for the well-being of the people they are in charge of.  In other words they assume responsibility.  

The second dimension comes from the Latin verb "respondere" which implies to account for the way in which one exercises the entrusted tasks.  Responsibility therefore is a twofold commitment. (cp. J-C Brémaud). It is by definition a relational concept as it always refers to ways of behaviour between human beings, and by extension to ways of behaviour of human beings in relation with the wider world of living beings and nature.

The Historical Dictionary of the French Language (Le Robert) states that in European feudal times the noun "the responsible" (person) referred to the man who was bound for life to pay to a lord the rent of an ecclesiastical domain.  In the XIVth century the adjective "responsible" refers to a person who has to account for his acts and for those he is in charge of.  While initially the word was used only within a juridical framework,  it became later part of accepted moral values. 

In the XVIIIth century the adjective "responsible" is also used in a political context referring to rulers who are held accountable for their acts.  The word appeared first in English constitutional law, and then more generally, to indicate the obligation of ministers to step down when the legislative body withdraws their confidence.
Comparing the two concepts of Culture and Responsibility one could say  -interestingly enough-  that both notions contain the idea of “responding to” (challenges, tasks).   But, while culture provides common ways of responding to social and natural challenges and gives sense to them,  the notion of responsibility points to  more specific reactions as it includes the individual  assumption of and accountability for specified tasks.  

Cultural diversity of perceptions and practices

It seems that a sense of responsibility (grounded in parenthood) is found among all groups of human beings.  However, the way in which responsibility is assumed and accounted for is deeply embedded in each cultural context.

The self, "the other" and the living world around them 

As pointed out above, perceptions of the human being and of her/his relation with nature and the cosmos are at the heart of each culture (the most inner circle).  

Cultural / religious conceptions about the notions of the self, the other and the relationship between the two as well as the (inter)relationship between the human beings and the living world around them, differ.  Highlighting these differences may be deeply revealing in the sense that they may provide a fundamental understanding of responsibility in human communities around the world. 

These varying conceptions may be of essential importance to shed a light on questions like : where does the idea of responsibility come from ? Is it an inner attitude or is it imposed ? Does it come from a person's free will (his free choice, his autonomy) or is one simply meant to assume responsibilities ? Who assigns Responsibility to whom ?  For what ? Who accounts to whom for what ? How does one determine whether someone has exercised her/his responsibilities successfully ?  

Lamis EL NAKKASH 
 draws attention to the fact that "in a culture dominated by a firm belief in fate and predestination as the Arab Islamic culture is, the extent of a person's responsibility for her/his choices and actions, indeed the whole idea of free will and the freedom of choice, is problematic." 

Another remarkable difference between various cultures is that contrary to Western languages, an expression like : “I  take responsibility” would not easily be used in African and indigenous cultural contexts like those of the Maori in New Zealand or the Andean peoples in South America.  Why ?  Because in these cultural contexts the individual “I” is subordinate and subservient to the community.  So, there , people would ask an individual who says “I will take responsibility” : “Who do you think you are to “take” responsibility?  Who then will define your responsibility? You yourself ? And to whom then would you account for that responsibility ?”   In their cultural understanding, responsibility is defined by the group the individual belongs to or for particular things by God or the gods .  It is entrusted to someone by that group or God and s/he will have to account to the group or God for the way s/he exercises it.

In the book Genesis of the Christian Bible,  God after having created the universe, the earth and the human being, passed on responsibility for the earth to man. In this way man and earth 

entered into a direct relationship.  Man was told to "master"  (or "nurture" depending on the translation) all that lives on the earth. The Maori consider that the relationship between man and the earth still passes through God. Their perception of their environmental responsibility is related to the gods.  When they start to work the land, they know they "destroy" it, so they have to ask permission from the gods.

"Duty" as distinct from "Responsibility"

We are all responsible of everything and everyone

 and accountable to all.

And I myself more than all the others.

Dostoïewsky

In many cultural contexts an important distinction is made between the idea of  "responsibility" as a matter of  (free) choice  and "duty" as an obligation enforced by another's will : the will of another person, a group, an authority, fate or God himself.

Ina RANSON 
 points out that this distinction became a crucial issue in Germany after the revelation of the crimes committed by Hitler's Nazi regime during the Second World War. Was passive consent or active participation “because we simply had to fulfil our duty”  a justification ? Or did fulfilling one's duty not take away one's responsibility for the atrocities inflicted on millions of people, in particular the genocide of the Jews ?

Questioning personal and collective responsibility in the framework of Germany's catastrophic past has given birth to new German words and concepts : Verantwortungsketten (chain or network of responsibilities),  Mitverantwortung (co-responsibility), Verantwortungsanteil (part of responsibility), (We are part of a chain…there are only degrees of distinction between each of us and the driver of the train that drove the Jews to the gas-chambers.)

How to explain the break down of civilisation during Hitler’s regime in Germany - to whom attribute responsibility: only to the ruling establishment, to intellectuals, to more or less active or passive followers…? Was there something dangerous in the conception of duty-obligation (to the State) inherited from the Prussian tradition ? Was there something wrong in German intellectual and cultural tradition? (“the duty to obey ... ?)

Among the initiatives trying to offer concrete answers to these painful questions, there is the “Dietrich Bonhoeffer Association” which carries the name of the in Europe well-known philosopher and theologian who was executed by the Nazis. Bonhoeffer was deeply convinced that in a situation of injustice everyone is responsible and has the obligation to resist (Widerstandspflicht : the duty to resist). It stresses that today Western science and techniques are transforming cultural and political systems in nearly every part of the world; by our mentality and style of life, we are co-responsible for this process and cannot ignore its possibly destructive  consequences. 

"Duty" not always distinct from "Responsibility"

A language "says" its culture.  It reveals the "sense" (meaning and direction) of social practices.  In the framework of our subject it is therefore interesting to note that while in many languages a clear distinction is made between "duty" and "responsibility" these two concepts are considered identical in many African languages. 

For instance, in  the perception of the Kabiyè people of Togo (
) the notions of "duty" and "responsibility" are the same.  They are represented by the word suutu which means  "charge, load, burden" in the literal sense as well as in a figurative sense. There are no separate words for them.

In practice the father or the traditional priest or the chief does assume tasks but does not account for the way he exercises his duty.  The satisfaction of those for whom he is responsible, is what counts. The idea of duty or responsibility pertains mainly to the present time.    

For instance, the traditional priest is chosen through a specific rite. The relationship with nature is taken care of by him. It is the traditional priest who will say whether or not human beings can enter the forest. If it does not rain in time for the period of plantation, the traditional priest is threatened by the people; they will tell him  that he has not accomplished his duty, that his heart was not pure when he prayed to the gods. The priest must be monogamous. If he looks at other women, he is not pure.  When the traditional priest is threatened verbally, he may ask forgiveness from the god of the rain. 

In Senegal, a group of Senegalese linguists, composed of religious leaders (imams) and literacy teachers who were in charge of translating the Charter of Human Responsibilities, were confronted with the problem that the word "responsibility" does not exist in the national language Wolof as an isolated concept, that is as a term which is sufficient to itself.  A ten-day long consultation with all sorts of people took place to find an acceptable way of rendering the idea of "responsibility" as understood in the Charter.  The principle and the practice of responsibility do exist in Senegal but are expressed by various terms according to the circumstances and the persons involved. Finally it was agreed to create a new word.  This is not uncommon in Africa as with European colonisation many new concepts were introduced (development, planning, gender sensitivity, women's emancipation, etcetera).  The new word is a combination of "duty" and "future".

The challenge of intercultural dialogue

 “Culture is where the dictionary ends

and where the linguist finds real meaning”

C.J. Moore

In a period of increasing international communication  -which by its very nature is intercultural-  there is a tendency to use concepts which are supposed to be understood in the same way by communities rooted in a great variety of different histories and cultural contexts all over the world.  Notions like “democracy”, “(good) governance”, “transparency”, “solidarity”, “development”, “human rights”, “terrorism” etcetera are used carelessly as if they are culturally understood and practised in the same way everywhere.  This leads to numerous intercultural  misunderstandings and conflicts.  

Everyone knows.  Each language is rooted in the history of a people.  Each language expresses a perception of the visible and invisible world, the human being, society and the relations between all that exists.  These visions are nurtured by human experiences, old and new ones.  And so, they are always evolving.  Each language "is" a culture and expounds it; it brings to the fore people's cultural bedrock.

The words constituting a language have a history too : their forms and their meanings have also developed in the course of time and are voicing culture as well. 

However, studying the historical development of words and the concepts they contain does not suffice to understand their contemporary meaning.  Words acquire their full meaning only through their relations with other words.  They are part of a constellation of associations connected with their form as well as their meaning, in fact with both simultaneously. 
  

Thus the open space between words is filled with meaning left unsaid, understandable only to those who know their cultural ground waters.

If on the one hand a word refers to an acoustic image (the "signifier"), it refers on the other hand to a mental image ("the signified").  A word does not refer to the thing itself, but to the idea the mind has formed of it, the concept.  Thus, messages carried by words can be understood only if sender and receiver associate a sequence of sounds with similar mental images.  In other words, those who speak to each other must share a same code, which determines the meaning.  This code is not established in an individual manner, but rather in a collective way. 
  

No wonder then that communication through language may create problems, even within a human group speaking the same tongue.  And this, of course, will be more often the case when people immersed in different cultures try to communicate in a "common" language.  At least for one of the two this will be a foreign tongue, that is to say "from outside", from elsewhere, from another nation, in short: not from home.  And so the cultural under-standings, which words carry with them, tend to be rapidly transformed in cultural mis-understandings.

What to think for instance of the story related by Christopher MOORE 
 on the visit of the then Chinese President, in 1997, to the United States : 

" WHEN Jiang Zemin caused a lot of fuss by suggesting that the idea of "democracy" originated 2000 years ago with Chinese philosophers. Liberal American commentators thought this absurd. But, as Elvin Geng, a graduate in Asian studies points out : the word minzhu first appeared in a classic work called Shuji where it referred to a benevolent "ruler of the people", that is , a leader whose legitimacy rests on the people's welfare. Those who ruled by force and oppression, in contrast, wee not given this title. In the late nineteenth century, minzhu was the word used to translate "democracy" - in Chinese, the same term can mean "rule of the people" as well as "ruler of the people". Both uses of  minzhu share the sense that the government ought to operate to meet the needs of the people. This criterion may be fulfilled by an enlightened dictator or a Leninist regime as well as by a US-style constituted democracy".

Thus, there is no way of avoiding the reality of diversity.  At the same time this reality poses the challenge of trying to understand cultural specificities because we are living in a process of increasing globalisation which also entails increasing  communication between people from different cultures.  Moreover, international contacts are becoming less and less restricted to governmental and business elites.  The advent of civil society at global level, an international  society claiming its right to participate in vital decisions concerning the future of the planet and humankind, becomes increasingly manifest.  And citizens of our planet do not only want to communicate.  Above all, they want to act together. 

The objectives of these common actions are expressed by words.  However, the citizens of the world, all children of the same Mother Earth, do not have the same mother tongue.  Consequently, the objectives of the common action are "named" initially with the help of one of the dominant international languages.  And too often, in the rush to act together, it is taken for granted that everyone ascribes the same meaning to "common" words.

Everyone knows : traps are hidden in communication between people from different cultures.  But which ones ?  Exactly ?  Does everyone know them ? 

One thing is sure : the experience of international life has at least shown that it may be more prudent to take up the challenge of intercultural learning than to ignore it.  The effort of trying to make explicit the diversity which enriches us in order to discover the commonalities that bring us together, is worth its while.  

Intercultural dialogue is indispensable for acting together.

****************

CURRICULUM VITAE

And Publications

Edith SIZOO

1939 



born in Amsterdam, Netherlands

1957–59  and  1968-72 :
Free University of Amsterdam, doctoral degree in 

French language and literature, second subjects: linguistics, cultural anthropology and child psychology.

1959-63  HONG KONG 
refugee programme





teaching French language at Alliance française

1963-67  INDIA

visiting lecturer Home Science College Coimbatore

1972-76  NETHERLANDS
Netherlands Ministry of Foreign Affaires

1976-89
Director of the Netherlands Federation of Non-Governmental Development Organisations (PSO)

1987 -



Guest lectures at University of Leiden, Amsterdam and 

a variety of other institutes / training centers in Europe

1989-2002  BRUSSELS
International coordinator of Network Cultures and Development  (Research, training, consultancy)

2002   -  

International coordinator programme Charter of Human 

                  Responsibilities 

ADDITIONAL FUNCTIONS

1974-80
Board member Montessori School The Hague, Netherlands

1979-86
Vice-President FORUM (European Association Development NGOs)

1982-88
Board member Liaison Committee European NGOs with the 

Commission of the European Communities

1986-97
Member Netherlands Advisory Council for Development Cooperation

1994-96
Board member The Gate Foundation

1996-2002
Board member Prince Claus Foundation

2001-

Présidente Institut Panos Paris, France

PUBLICATIONS

    Edith SIZOO

BOOKS / LIVRES :

CULTURES ENTR’ ELLES : DYNAMIQUE OU DYNAMITE ? SIZOO, E. et VERHELST, T.G., co-éditeurs, deux tomes, Editions Charles Léopold Mayer, Paris, 1994

WOMEN’S LIFE WORLDS – narratives on women’s ways of shaping their realities, SIZOO, E. (ed), Routledge, London, 1990

UNIVERS DE FEMMES – récits de femmes à la croisée des cultures du XXe siècle, SIZOO, E., INDIGO&Côté Femmes, paris, 1998

CE QUE LES MOTS NE DISENT PAS : l’art de l’écoute interculturelle,  SIZOO, E., Editions Charles Léopold Mayer, Paris, 1999

WHAT WORDS DO NOT SAY : the art of intercultural listening,  SIZOO, E., Editions Charles Léopold Mayer, Paris, 1999

PAR DELA DU FEMINISME, SIZOO, E., Editions Charles Léopold Mayer, Paris, 2004. 
ARTICLES : 

LOME‘S MISSING LINK : from Lomé III to Lomé IV, progress on culture, SIZOO, E., Lomé Briefing, Brussels, 1989

KULTUUR ALS BASIS VOOR ONTWIKKELING IN EEN WERELD VAN VERSCHIL, SIZOO, E., in Derde Wereld, ,o. 5, 1990
OVERDRACHT VAN TECHNOLOGIE VANUIT EEN CULTUREEL PERSPECTIEF, SIZOO, E., in Noord-Zuid Cahier, Wereldwijd, 1990
THE WORLD BANK’s BENEFICIARY ASSESMENT : who benefits ? SIZOO, E., in Cultures and Development, no. 10/11, 1992
LA METHODE PIPO / LOGICAL FRAMEWORK : un nouveau Quiproquo ? SIZOO, E. in Cultures and Development, no. 10/11, 1992

BEYOND DEVELOPMENT COOPERATION, SIZOO,E., (ed) NVCO, Soesterberg, 1993

L’AIDE ET LE POUVOIR, SIZOO, E., in Economie et Humanisme, no. 325, 1993

LA PRISE EN COMPTE DES CULTURES DANS LES STRATEGIES DE DEVELOPPEMENT, Background study for UNESCO World Decade on Cultural Development, Paris, PANHUYS, H. ;  SIZOO, E. ;  VERHELST, T.G., 1993

HARMONISER LE YIN DE LA CULTURE ET LE YANG DU DEVELOPPEMENT, SIZOO, E., dans Demain le Monde no. 2 Culture : le levain ou le venin du développement ? , 1994

CULTURES AND DEVELOPMENT : A NO-NONSENSE APPROACH, SIZOO, E., University of Amsterdam, 1994

PUTTING IDEAS INTO PRACTICE : CULTURAL DYNAMICS AT THE LOCAL LEVEL,  SIZOO, E.,  in Cultural dynamics in development processes, The Hague, NUFFIC/UNESCO Netherlands, 1995

IMPRESSIONS OF “IMAGES OF AFRICA” : searching for methods of introducing culture in development education, Kopenhagen, 1994

LA CULTURE DANS L’EDUCATION AU DEVELOPPEMENT,  SIZOO, E., Bruxelles, Réseau Cultures, 1994

HARLEKIJN IN AFRIKA : evaluation of a theatre production on racism, SIZOO, E.,  Network Cultures, Brussels, 1995

SCHAATSEN BIJ 40 GRADEN C., SIZOO, E. ICCO Zeist, 1995

WINDOWS OF THE SOUL : Sura Za Afrika in Vienna, SIZOO, E., Network Cultures, 1996

CE QUE LES MOTS NE DISENT PAS : l’art de l’écoute interculturelle,  SIZOO, E., Editions Charles Léopold Mayer, Paris, 1999

WHAT WORDS DO NOT SAY : the art of intercultural listening,  SIZOO, E., Editions Charles Léopold Mayer, Paris, 1999

LA VIE MULTICURELLE DU QUARTIER / QUELLES OUVERTURES VERS L’AUTRE ?,  SIZOO, E., Réseau Cultures, 1999
MOVING BEYOND DISPARITIES : a yin-yang approach to gender and development, SIZOO, E., in Development and Practice, vol. 10, no. 1, 2000






� This section highlights a few paragraphs of the introduction to the Charter of Human Responsibilities.


� Hans JONAS : Das Prinzip Verantwortung (The Principle of Responsibility), Frankfurt-s-Main, Suhrkamp, 1979


� Jean-Claude BREMAUD : Etre responsable dans un monde en mutation. L'Harmattan, 2005. 


ISBN 2 7475 7855 0


� Lamis EL NAKKASH and Tarek AL NOAMAN : paper for meeting Intercultural Research Group on Responsibility, India, May 2005


� Ina RANSON : paper for meeting Intercultural Research Group on "Responsibility", India, May 2005


� KAO Blanzoua : paper for meeting Intercultural Research Group on "Responsibility", India, may 2005)


�      This idea was developed in particular by Ferdinand de Saussure in his Cours de linguistique générale, Payot, Paris, 1972


�      See : Julia KRISTEVA, Le langage, cet inconnu, Editions du Seuil, Paris, 1981  and  Vincent NYCKEES, La Sémantique, Editions Belin, Paris, 1998


� C.J. Moore : In Other Words, Oxford University Press, 2005 ISBN 0 19 280624 6 (p. 12)





PAGE  
1

