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ABSTRACT:

Transcultural communication is of great importance in situations
when cultures and ethnicities clash. Of three selected cases from 20th
century Europe (the extermination of Lithuanian Jews, the violent
expulsion of Czechoslovak Germans and the killings of Turkish
Cypriots), the author identifies the basic conditions under which

a transcultural dialogue is possible. These include, for example, the
obligation not to remain silent, suspension of truth, clotural reading
of history, rejection of collective guilt, and the political relevance of
transcultural dialogue.
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ABSTRAKT:

Transkulturni komunikace md zasadni vyznam v situacich, kdy
hrozi etnicky ¢i kulturni stiet. Na tfech vybranych prikladech

z déjin Evropy 20. stoleti (vyvrazdéni litevskych zidu, nasilny

odsun Ceskoslovenskych Némcii a pogromy na turecké Kyprany)
autor identifikuje zakladni podminky umoznujici transkulturni
dialog. Mezi né patti napriklad povinnost nemlcet, pozdrzeni soudu

o pravde, interpretace historie z perspektivy obéti, odmitnuti principu
kolektivni viny a politicka relevance transkulturniho dialogu.

“For many people it is depressing even to move hou-
se. To know that one will never again find a decent-
ly human habitation, never again sit down to a proper
table. Yet this is all nothing. To be more shackled than
any convict. To be counted as outside the law, a vaga-
bond, whom anyone has the right to kill unpunished.”

Franz Werfel, The Forty Days of Musa Dagh

NOT TO REMAIN WHAT WE WERE: AN
INTRODUCTION

In 2014, we commemorate the 100th anniversary of
the outbreak of WWI. The 20th century witnessed
much hatred and violence among different cultural
and ethnic groups and we might wish such animo-
sities would never happen again, yet we can hardly
consider the wounds of the past to have healed - take
the current crisis in Ukraine as an example. Speechle-
ssness before the incomprehensible Other, a silence
of words accompanied by the rattle of weapons, such
are the symptoms of a transcultural dialogue that has
failed.

On the following pages, we shall focus on the to-
pic of transcultural communication and its importan-
ce in contemporary society. Three specific cases will
be presented as illustrations of transcultural failu-
re: the mass murder of Lithuanian Jews during WWII,
the violent expulsion of Germans living in Czechoslo-
vakia after the Second World War had ended, and the
Cypriot conflict that escalated in the 1970s and led
to a tense international situation on the divided is-
land that has persisted to this day. The reason for cho-

osing these episodes in recent European history and
not others is subjective; I spent short periods of time
as a visiting professor in Lithuania and Cyprus in 2012
and 2013, and my objective is to analyze controversial
issues in the 20th century collective memory of small
European nations, to which the Czechs, Lithuanians
and Cypriots certainly belong.

Academic writing on the theme of transcultural co-
mmunication is manifold, yet usage of the term, often
substituted by ‘cross-cultural’ and/or ‘intercultural’,”
is far from being universally consistent. Luckmann-

’s work (1999) is an example of a relatively common
context in which the expression is evoked - nursing
practice where communication with people of varied
cultural origins is necessary. The particular focus of
Luckmann’s textbook is beyond our interest, yet the
importance of perceiving others first “as individuals
with unique experiences and expectations, and then
as members of different cultures” (Luckmann 1999:
18) is valid for our analysis, too. Another field that fo-
cuses on communication across cultures is manage-
ment and international business. Hampden-Turner

& Trompenaars (2000) study the usual dichotomies
in values and attitudes (such as individualism ver-
sus communitarianism), first described by Hofste-

de (1980). Again, Hampden-Turner’s & Trompenaar-
s’s field of study is only vaguely related to ours, yet
we can agree with their opening observation that “fo-
reign cultures are not arbitrarily or randomly different
from one another. They are instead mirror images of
one another’s values” (Hampden-Turner’s & Trompe-
naars 2000: 1). We could continue listing other areas
where cross- or inter-cultural communication plays
an important role, such as technical communicati-

From now on, exclusively the
term transcultural will be used
to label the desired quality of
dialogue among people with
different cultural backgrounds.
“We do not remain what we
were” (Gadamer 1975, as cited
in Zene 2001: 105).

The word cl6ture in French is
translated as closure in English.
Clotural reading of history

can be thus understood as an
outcome of the aforementioned
effort to dwell on the border

/ at the threshold / in the
liminality, suspending (closing
out) the claim to truth.

If I am not mistaken, the

Jews themselves prefer the
Hebrew term shoah (meaning
“catastrophe”) to the term
holocaust, which means

“total burnout” and stems
from the Greek. Transcultural
communication can only

take place if all the parties
mutually respect their
linguistic preferences. We can
hardly achieve a transcultural
understanding if we continue
using e.g. the term “Eskimo”
(stemming from the French,
meaning “a raw meat eater”)
instead of “Inuit” (a native and
neutral term, meaning “more
than one person”), “black”
instead of “Afroamerican” etc.
For an authentic source of
information see Sakowicz
2005..
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on (Warren 2006) or public relations (Carayol & Frame

®  Burda himself argues for

the mimetic theory and

the scapegoat mechanism
introduced by the French-
American literary critic and
philosopher René Girard.
Truska (2006) presents well-
grounded arguments against
the lie about Jewish pro-
Sovietism. This debate refers to
the so-called “double-genocide
theory, [...] according to
which Lithuanian participation
in the Holocaust should be
explained as a response to
Jewish participation in the
sovietization of Lithuania
during 1940-1941 and in the
deportation of Lithuanians

to Siberia in June 1941"
(Bartasevicius 2006: 388).
The fact that the killers
usually became drunk before
they started to perform their
abhorrent tasks and that they
sometimes had a criminal past
does not at all provide us with
an explanation of the events.
Alcoholics and violent criminals
have always been part of
society, but not always do they
participate in a genocide.

On this occasion | would

like to relate an anecdote

from the Kaunas University

of Technology where | held
lectures in February 2013.

| assigned the students, most
of whom were studying social
education, the question ,What

happened to the Jews who lived
in Lithuania before WWII?" We
wrote their collective answer
on the whiteboard: , They

were killed by the Holocaust
organized by the Germans."”
Please note the passive voice,
the anonymity of guilt, the
silence about the Lithuanian
role, and the delegation of
responsibility. It took us some
time to amend the answer

to the following statement:
»Concrete, individual German
and Lithuanian perpetrators
killed them.”

See the eponymous excerpt
from an article written by

an American historian with
Lithuanian origins Saulius
SuZziedélis (2006).

See the polemicsin their
breadth in the volume edited by
Levinson (2006), pp. 394-408.
May this text be a late reply
toa comment | found in the
evaluation forms of my lectures
held in Kaunas in 2013: ,The
lectures were good but | don’t
understand why we had to talk
so much about Jewish people.”
During the war, some parts
were annexed to the Third
Reich, some were governed as
the Protectorate of Bohemia
and Moravia, and some existed
as a client state of the Nazi
Germany under the name of the
Slovak Republic.
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occasionally even after

1946. By 1949, the expelled
newcomers numbered about
11 million (Hahnovéa 2012).
Some sources speak about

12 (Krauss 2010) or even

14 (Douglas 2012) million by
1950, almost 2 million of them
settled in Bayern.

In addition, about 5,600 local
Germans committed suicide in
1945 (Arburg & Stanék 2010b).
The position of ethnic
minorities in the newly created
nation states in Central Europe
was rather weak and they
were poorly protected, which
contributed to a growth in
their nationalistic tendencies
(Stanék 1991).

In 1945, Europe stood on the
verge of a Cold War and ethnic
cleansing of the future client
states of the Soviet Union was
very much in Stalin’s interests.
Briigel (2008) criticises German
journalists and historians,
claiming that the Czechs paid
the Germans back for their

war atrocities with equal
mistreatment.

The president, Edvard Benes,
stated that “we must not hold
on to an unrealistic hope that
it will be possible to destroy or
exterminate 3 million Germans,
as several among us naively
claim” (Benes$ 1940, as cited

in Glassheim 2000: 471, my
italics).

“teaches me to be myself in spite of myself” (Zene

2001: 110).

2012), but these environments would lead as astray.
We shall rather concentrate on the study of transcul-
tural dialogue from an ethical perspective and avoid,
at least temporarily, definitive solutions.

A valuable source of inspiration for the following
pages will be the essay by Cosimo Zene (2001), a Bri-
tish-Italian anthropologist and expert on religious
studies, in which he formulates his understanding of
dialogue with an Other in the light of Bakhtin’s, Ga-
damer’s, Levinas’s and Gramsci’s thought. First of
all, Zene reminds us that dialogue has become a ma-
gic formula in cultural and social anthropology, mas-
king the old dominance of the ethnographer over the
Other with pretentious good will. If anthropology is
to foster a real dialogue, it has to reflect deeply on its
philosophical connotations.

And what is it actually - a real dialogue? “A speech
across, between, through two people. It is a passing
through and a going apart. There is both a transfor-
mational dimension to dialogue and an oppositio-
nal one - an agonistic one. It is a relationship of con-
siderable tension” (Crapanzano 1990, as cited in Zene
2001: 96). Entering a dialogue thus involves an inner
change for all the participants, including the Western
anthropologist,” and it is a risky endeavour that may
not succeed. Accepting the fact that we cannot con-
trol beforehand the outcomes of a dialogue answers
the question whether dialogue is “an end in itself or
ameans to a different end” (Murray 1991, as cited in
Zene 2001: 99). Transcultural dialogue is not inten-
ded here as a method or an instrument that is suppo-
sed to generate solutions. It is rather a rupture in spa-
ce and time, in which the Levinasian face of the Other

For our analysis of the three selected issues that are
part of European history, three points made by Zene
will be crucial. One, a transcultural dialogue cannot
give up the search for truth completely, yet it must
be held within a specific climate of openness: “Only
when truth is suspended and the Other welcomed is
there a chance to discover the intensity of a project-
-discipline called anthropos-logia, where the logos is
not the violent reductio ad unum of Greek philoso-
phy but takes into account the diversity of positions
even within European thought vis-a-vis Otherness, as
well as the presence of "Others" within Europe itself”
(Zene 2001: 97). This requirement for a suspension of
truth is similar to Claudio Baraldi’s (2003) call for the
courage to reside at a dangerous threshold, while this
threshold looks like a non-place, a space where the di-
fferences between the meeting subjects can be put in
parentheses.

Two, when studying historical failures of transcul-
tural dialogue, the so-called clotural reading” is a use-
ful method. Simon Critchley, an English thinker spe-
cializing in Derrida’s philosophy of deconstruction,
coined the term meaning “history read from the stan-
dpoint of the victims of that history” (Critchley 1992,
as cited in Zene 2001: 113), thus history that is aware
of its ethical aspect.

And three, the route is not completed with the step
from cultural and philosophical anthropology over
history to ethics. It is hence impossible to turn a blind
eye to politics. “The passage from ethics to politics
in anthropology is complicated and problematic, [...]
but necessary, if we do not want to run the risk of fos-

Speechlessness
before the
incomprehen-
sible Other,

a silence of words

accompanied
by the rattle of
weapons, such

are the symptoms

of a transcultural
dialogue that has
failed.
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To achieve
transcultural
comprehen-
sion means
that all of us
myself and
my readers
included, must
accept some
personal
involvement.
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» tering a discipline which promotes a-political quieti-

sm and keeps "a murderous silence in front of the dy-
ing face of the Other"” (Zene 2001: 115). This text is
by no means written as a political manifesto, yet its
conclusions will inevitably touch upon political issu-
es related to the phenomena in question.

Let us now concentrate on the actual topic of the
paper, i.e. the unhealed wounds of Lithuanian, Czech
and Cypriot society. The main research question
reads as follows: What can the perspective of trans-
cultural communication add to the debate about the
extermination of Lithuanian Jews in 1941, the vio-
lent expulsion of Czechoslovak Germans after 1945
and the massacres of Turkish Cypriot civilians in the
1960s and 1970s? Do these events have any common
characteristics that have determined their transcul-
tural failure? It ought to be remembered that “apply-
ing an ethical-dialogic interpretation, both as a theo-
retical orientation and as a methodological "tool", the
writer can never, no matter how much he/she wishes,
have the final "concluding" word” (Zene 2001: 118).
Without aspiring to present definitive answers, we
shall now take a closer look at the selected cases.

THE UNHEALED WOUNDS OF LITHUANIAN, CZECH
AND CYPRIOT SOCIETY

The aim of our analysis is not an objective historical
description of particular events, bearing in mind the
theorem of clotural reading that rejects the doctri-

ne of so-called objective historical facts. Our focus is
a cultural, or more precisely a transcultural under-
standing of these dramatic defeats suffered by hu-
manity. It is important not to overshadow the aspect
of self-reflexivity: thinking about these tragic episo-
des is useless when made from a safe mental and mo-
ral distance. As Davis puts it, “to get close to relevant
cultural information [...], we have to stretch our own
boundaries, our conceptions of reality, and our ex-
pectations and beliefs. [...] It is an exercise of our own
humanity, pushing and pulling all that we take for
granted in our mental, physical and emotional make-
up” (Davis 2011: 4-5). To achieve transcultural com-
prehension means that all of us, myself and my read-
ers included, must accept some personal involvement
since we belong to the same human species. It is ne-
cessary to identify both with the victims and with the
perpetrators, and to come to terms with the fact that
past atrocities and persecution of the Other are not
an anomaly but rather a characteristic of culture (Bur-
da 2013).

The extermination of Lithuanian Jews in 1941-1944
We do not know the exact numbers of Jews living in
Lithuania before the outbreak of WWII, nor the Je-
wish victims of the Lithuanian shoah.” Most proba-
bly (Snyder 2013; Mrazkova 2011; Bubnys 2005) there
were more than 200,000 and fewer than 250,000, out
of which more than 160,000 but fewer then 230,000
were killed during the years 1941 and 1944, thus 85-
96% of the total Jewish population. Mrazkova (2011)
describes the course of the events in Lithuania as fo-
llows: In the first phase (within a mere 6 months in
1941), two thirds of all Lithuanian Jews were killed.
Men were in most cases shot, but it was not an excep-
tion for wounded women and children to be thrown
into the pits alive.” The initiative was led largely by
the so-called Einsatzgruppe A, with the worst ma-
ssacres taking place in the forest of Paneriai (Ponary)
and at the Ninth Fort in Kaunas. In the second pha-

se (1941-1943), those who survived were exploited as
forced labourers, suffering from maltreatment and
dying in occasional mass executions. The third pha-
se (1943-1944) included the transformation of ghettos
into concentration camps, mass murders of the sick
and weak, and transports to camps elsewhere in Li-
thuania, Latvia, Estonia and the Third Reich. The
annihilation of Lithuanian Jews was extremely quick
and efficient thanks to the readiness of ethnic Lithua-
nians to collaborate with the Nazis (Bubnys 2005).

First of all, when trying to unearth the causes of the
slaughter, we have to resist the temptation to barrica-
de ourselves behind the mixed feelings of horror and
awe, detaching our life from the lives of “Them”. We
are obliged to speak in the face of terrible crimes co-
mmitted by human beings, not to remain silent (Ga-
limberti 2013). What were the reasons for the horrific
mass murders of men, women and children, litera-
lly eliminating Lithuanian Jewry from the occupied
country?

To explain the extermination of Lithuanian Jews
that would not have been possible, or at least not as
fast and as brutal, if ethnic Lithuanians had not been
ready to assist, we can approach the phenomenon
from several perspectives. Burda (2013) presents two
schools of thought - functionalist and intentionalist.
According to the former, economic and social reasons
were decisive; according to the latter, it was Nazi ide-
ology that fuelled the genocide.” Mrazkova (2011) tri-
es to find the answer to two questions: who issued
the orders and how exactly did ethnic Lithuanians
participate in the killings. How the Lithuanian shoah
is narrated and explained is thus of great importance,
especially to the Lithuanians themselves, but also to
the international community (Budryte 2013).

We can speculate about the image of Jewish people
in Lithuania at the beginning of the 1940s. As in many
other European countries, it was an influential and
wealthy ethnic group whose members often belonged
to the country’s intelligentsia in numbers dispropor-
tionate to their percentage of the overall population.
In addition, it was a “homeless” ethnic minority with
strong cosmopolitan tendencies, which in the eyes of
the Lithuanians turned the Jews into vile communists
who welcomed Soviet occupation of Lithuanian terri-
tory. It might be partially true that the Jews sensed the
danger of the Nazi ideology and hoped for Soviet pro-
tection,” but it was a vain hope indeed; the number of
Lithuanian Jews transported, persecuted and murde-
red by the Soviet regime was disproportionally higher
in comparison with the overall number of Lithuanians
affected (Snyder 2013). Furthermore, the pre-war na-
tionalist discourse in Lithuania seemingly correspon-
ded with the presumed goal of the Third Reich - in-
dependence for racially pure states. (It is unnecessary
to remind the reader that this was not the case at all.)
Mrazkova (2011) lists five explanations for Lithuanian
participation in the killings: 1) the executors were of-
ten drunks and criminals; 2) it was an act of revenge
on "pro-Soviet" Jews; 3) a completely new geopoliti-
cal situation arose, in which the interests of ethnic Li-
thuanians and Lithuanian Jews were contradictory; 4)
it was a result of deeply rooted anti-Semitism, which
could be easily expressed within the then presiding
state of disorder; and 5) in the pre-war period, a fascist
and nationalistic discourse was formed and flourished
when the Germans invaded the country.

All of these hypotheses can be labelled as either
functionalist (geopolitical situation, conflicting inte-

200 A recent example of such effort
may be Kalckhoff’s publication
(2013) focusing on the case of
Postoloprty.
Gibbons (1997) even uses the
term genocide to describe the
“planned extermination” of
the Turks of Cyprus. Stephen
(2011: 34) quotes the Daily
Express issue of 28th December
1963: “We went tonight into
the sealed-off Turkish Cypriot
Quarter of Nicosia in which
200 to 300 people had been
slaughtered in the last five
days. We were the first Western
reporters there and we have
seen sights too frightful to
be described in print. Horror
so extreme that the people
seemed stunned beyond tears.” 2
22 | recollect an interview with

a Greek Cypriot originally from

Famagusta, with whom | spoke
in April 2012. The woman had
tears in her eyes when talking
about her father who would
never cross the Green Line (the
border between the two divided
areas that is part of the United
Nations Buffer Zone, passable
since 2003) because seeing his
house inhabited by the Turks
would break his heart. “They’ve
raped our homes,” she said.
Among recent publications

on the topic of Greek Cypriot
homes lost in the north and
mentally never abandoned,

see Dikomitis 2012. A feeling
of injustice and have been
wronged is strong on the Greek
Cypriot side.

Materials published by Turkish
governmental bodies (such

as Genocide in 1974 1974)
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rests) or intentional (anti-Semitism, ideology).” And
yes, some of the reasons listed above probably coun-
ted more, some of them counted less. Yet even if we
identify some vaguely rational motives among the Li-
thuanians to collaborate with the German occupiers,
this still does not explain the grisly events of the
years 1941-1944. The disturbing question remains the
same: Who killed the Jews of Lithuania? **

From a transcultural perspective, the barrier be-
tween “Us” and “Them”, between ethnic Lithuanians
and ethnic Jews needs to be torn down. For hundreds
of years, Lithuanians and Jews shared the same te-
rritory, they all looked upon the lands of Lithuania
as their home. Jewish culture was part - and not the
opposite - of Lithuanian culture. It is very important
not to forget about the suffering of Lithuanians under
the Soviet regime and so is not forgetting to count the
corpses in order to silence any partner in the dialogue
who simply states: “We lost more beloved ones than
you did,” precisely because it re-erects the barrier di-
viding the two worlds of ethnicity. Such is the requi-
rement to suspend “truth” at the beginning of the
process.

The second step is reading the history from the
viewpoint of the victims. According to Burda (2013),
the mimetic theory of René Girard asserts that the
victim must be recognized as guilty and not as in-
nocent, otherwise the scapegoat mechanism would
collapse (as it does in the Gospels). In fact, the opini-
on that “the Jews themselves caused the catastrophe
that befell them while Lithuanians were dragged into
the bloody whirl mostly against their own will” (Vil-
dzitinas 2006: 395-396)" is still present in Lithuani-
an society.

In order to foster a transcultural dialogue, it is cru-
cial to research and collect evidence about concre-
te events, identifying both the victims and the per-
petrators by name. In this way, all the parties have the
chance to gain maximum information and contextua-
lize past acts of violence. The history of the Lithuani-
an shoah does not “belong” to Lithuanian Jews only;
it encompasses the Lithuanian people as a whole. Af-
ter the annihilation of their Jewish fellow citizens,
Lithuania can never regain its former cultural com-
plexity. The Lithuanians, be they Jewish or ethnic Li-
thuanian, were severely oppressed by the Soviets and
by the Nazis, and the wounds are common to both.
Lithuanians who committed dreadful crimes again-
st their Jewish fellow citizens betrayed their country.

operate on a regular basis
with the term genocide. For
an unbiased onlooker, it is
somewhat peculiar that it

is the government of the

same country that refuses

to recognise the fact of the
Armenian genocide, committed
by the Turks in 1915-1918.
Even the term ,ethnic
cleansing” is somewhat
misleading. As Bell-Fialkoff
(2003) observes, the word
,Cleansing" is an improper
euphemism since it evokes
water and soap but when
applied to human populations,
it rather implies refugees,
deportations, jail, suffering and
death.

“[...] A Greek soldier yelled

at the woman, [...] (Gibbons
1997: 468)."

26) “[..] M. PaskeviCius shot at her
with a pistol, [...] Then Sopys
let go a series of shots at the
little child. [...] (Latvyté-
Gustaitiené 2006: 66-67).”

27 Klepsch, as cited in Kalckhoff
(2013: 333), my translation.

24)

2

And at the same time, Lithuanians who risked their li-
ves in order to save their Jewish neighbours are hero-
es never to be forgotten.”

Violent Expulsion of Czechoslovak Germans

in 1945-1946

It is difficult, if not impossible to count all the victims
of an ethnic cleansing, since it often breaks out sud-
denly and in an intentionally disorganized way. The
violent expulsion of Czechoslovak Germans in 1945
was no exception. By the end of WWII, more than 3
million Germans (Glassheim 2000), or, according to
other sources (Stanék 1991) up to 3.6 million, lived in
those parts of Central Europe which once belonged to
Czechoslovakia."” Forced relocation of Germans occu-
rred in many other European countries and according
to the German census of October 1946, about 9.6 mil-
lion people who originally lived abroad were made to
settle in post-war Germany (Hahnova 2012). These al-
most 10 million ethnic Germans' were deprived of
their homes, yet they were among the lucky ones -
they survived. Disregarding the deaths of war pris-
oners in the Soviet Union, about 100,000 Germans
died after the war had ended, of which at least 30,000
tragically lost their lives in Czechoslovakia (Glassheim
2000; Hahnova 2012)."

Just as in the case of the Lithuanian Jews, histo-
rians divide the period into several phases. The most
inhumane events happened immediately after the li-
beration in May 1945 and in the following summer
months during the so-called “wild transfer”, in which
men, women and children died in death marches,
concentration camps, executions and massacres. Eth-
nic Czechs acted extremely cruelly in the Brno Death
March, during events in Usti nad Labem, Zatec, Posto-
loprty and elsewhere (Arburg & Stanék 2010b). More
organized transfers involving the expulsion of about
2 million Germans took place in 1946.

Historical analyses (Arburg & Stanék 2010a; Briigel
2008; Glassheim 2000; Stanék 1991) present a range
of mostly functionalist causes that led to the ethnic
cleansing of the Czech lands after WWII: 1) a com-
plex political and ethnic situation in Central Euro-
pe already apparent in the 19th century; 2) the be-
haviour and attitudes of Germans living in the Czech
lands and their leaders after the end of WWI," in
the 1920s and 1930s, and during the war; 3) oppre-
ssion and injustice during the wartime years; 4) the

It is difficult,
if not
impossible to
count all the
victims of an
ethnic
cleansing...

political revival of the expulsion plan that was supp- »
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A transcultural
dialogue is
supposed to
overcome
barriers of
ethnicity

and hatred
based on the
principle of
collective guilt.
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osed to guarantee democracy and peace in Europe;
5) the chaotic situation immediately after the libera-
tion and the reluctance of foreign military powers"”
to prevent the escalation of violence; 6) scarcity in
provisions and housing after the war; and 7) Czech
nationalist radicalism, popular anger, calls for re-
venge and anti-German propaganda (e.g. the Were-
wolf danger).

It would be an exaggeration to classify the post-
-war massacres in Czechoslovakia as a German geno-
cide,” even though the nationalistic rhetoric of Czech
leaders in exile was strongly ideological.”” The overall
circumstances in the summer months of 1945 were
highly unfavourable for a transcultural dialogue and
neither international nor local authorities showed any
interest in fully controlling the unfolding events. As
an eyewitness to the killings in Zatec in June 1945 ob-
served, “understanding for the Czech mentality, in-
duced by the condemnation of German behaviour
and compassion for the Czech people tormented by
the SS, was transformed into deep hatred that will
hinder the peaceful coexistence of the two nations for
a long time” (Weiss 1945, as cited in Arburg & Stanék
2010b: 234).

Spontaneous reactions to the recollections of wit-
nesses who saw the lynching of German men and wo-
men in the streets, bullying and barbaric murders, are
of two kinds. Either the acts of violence are justified
as an inevitable result of historical development and
predictable revenge for the suffering of the Czechs
during the war, or they seem shocking and incompre-
hensible. How could “ordinary people” who had just
come through a war with piles of corpses left behind
so quickly adopt the methods of the Nazis, persecu-
te, arrest and kill their own neighbours simply be-
cause they belonged to the “wrong” ethnic group? Yet
none of these reactions helps us understand the phe-
nomenon.

A transcultural dialogue is supposed to overcome
barriers of ethnicity and hatred based on the principle
of collective guilt. According to Stanék (1991), the vio-
lent expulsion and massacres of Germans after WWII
caused political, legal, socio-economic, cultural and
moral loss on the Czech side. The same, this time re-
lated to war crimes, can be said about the German
side. From this perspective, it is difficult to decla-
re unambiguously who won and who lost - the un-
precedented military conflict and its epilogue was in
the first place a human (and not an exclusively Czech
or German) tragedy. Transcultural communication is
founded on ethical reflection, which is only feasible
when there is enough relevant information about cer-
tain events. The imperative of suspending truth is va-
lid, but so is the imperative searching for truth.” In
other words, truth can only be revealed in a dialogue,
not defended a priori.

To read the history of 1945-1946 in the Czech lands
from the viewpoint of the victims means completely
rejecting the ethnic criterion. The number of victims
exceeds the number of perpetrators many times over
and in plenty of cases the names of both the murde-
red and the murderers are unknown, yet it is still im-
portant not to imagine two anonymous crowds. Ge-
neralisation of the victims and their murders leads
to ethnically biased judgements, and the essence of
such thinking is equivalent to the black-and-whi-
te thinking that triggers the victimisation mechani-
sm with its violent climax. Probably the most obvi-
ous political consequence of transcultural dialogue

on any given topic is the simple willingness to stop its
tabooisation.

Massacres of Turkish Cypriot civilians in the 1960s-
-1970s and the division of Cyprus

The image of a divided Berlin with its wall stirs emo-
tions and operates as a powerful symbol. A city torn
apart, with people living next to each other and yet
unable to communicate, and in two worlds that are
both intimately close and extremely distant. It is pe-
culiar that only a few people are aware of the fact that
there is another capital city of an EU Member Sta-

te which suffers from a similar distortion as you have
read here.

Over the last 1,000 years, Cyprus has never been
an ethnically homogeneous island. In 1960, about
78% of the population was Greek Cypriot and about
18% Turkish Cypriot, with the latter first appearing
in the 16th century after the Ottoman conquest (Ker-
-Lindsay 2011). Nowadays, the ratio is about 75%
Greek Cypriot to 10% Turkish Cypriot, even though
data about the population in the northern part of the
island is incomplete (Souhrnna teritorialni informa-
ce Kypr 2012).

In the past, periods of relatively peaceful coexisten-
ce were interspersed with episodes of tension (Frys-
tenska 2013; Bell-Fialkoff 2003; Hrade¢ny 2000) and
the situation deteriorated substantially when Great
Britain withdrew from its former colony and Cyprus
became independent. In the years 1963-1964 and la-
ter in 1967 and 1974, violence and hatred escalated in
a conflict with a clear ethnic background. Homes and
businesses and above all lives were destroyed on both
sides, but Turkish Cypriot victims outnumbered Gre-
ek Cypriots. During the first outburst of violence di-
rected against Turkish Cypriot civilians, including
women and children,” in 1963-1964, about 800 pe-
ople were murdered or injured (Stephen 2001). Sin-
ce 1974, about 37% of the island (the north and north-
-eastern parts) has been under Turkish occupation,
as seen from the perspective of international law. In
a country with less then 1 million inhabitants, about
150-200 thousand Greek Cypriots were forced to lea-
ve their homes and move to the south, about 45-48
thousand Turkish Cypriots were obliged to settle in
the northern part of the country, and about 1,400 pe-
ople are still missing (Miltiadou 2011; Frystenska
2013). The trauma of failed communication across
ethnic and cultural boundaries is vivid and it plays
a constitutive role for Greek Cypriot identity (Roudo-
metof & Christou 2011).

In order to identify the causes of the atrocities of
1963-1964 and further unsuccessful attempts to pur-
sue a programme of ethnic cleansing (in the sense of
eliminating the Turkish element on the island) in 1967
and 1974, historians and political scientists use most-
ly functional and partially intentional argumentation.
Without wishing to present a complete list, we can
name the following: 1) long-lasting tension between
the desire of Greek Cypriots to reunify with Greece
(the so-called “enosis”) and the Turkish Cypriot pre-
ference for division of the country based on ethnic
criteria (the so-called “taksim™); 2) Turkish Cypriot re-
jection of the constitutional amendment proposed by
Makarios IIT in 1963, the result of which would have
been a substantial restriction of Turkish Cypriot poli-
tical power in the newly independent country; and 3)
Greek Cypriot and Turkish Cypriot ethnocentric pro-
paganda and terrorism.

If we want to read the history of the Cypriot
conflict from the victims' perspective, we first have

to decide who its victims are.

The so-called “Cyprus problem” or “Cyprus ques-
tion” is of great complexity because the massacres
and mutual expulsions took place only several de-
cades ago and eyewitnesses and survivors are still
alive. The first condition of transcultural commu-
nication - suspension of truth - is paramount, yet
in the Cypriot conflict it is particularly difficult to
achieve.” Again, to suspend the truth does not mean
to trivialize crimes against humanity, such as the
murders of Turkish Cypriot civilians, including new-
born babies bulldozed into mass graves.” In the Cy-
priot case, it rather signifies the necessity to stimu-
late interest in how the other side was treated in
reality; in other words, Greek Cypriots ought to enter
into the dialogue with maximum information about
specific acts of violence provoked and committed
by Greek Cypriots, and likewise Turkish Cypriots.

A suitable point of departure for the first condition
of transcultural communication to be fulfilled is wi-
thin a Cypriot (and not Greek Cypriot or Turkish Cy-
priot) identity. As Spyrou (2000) or Philippou (2005)
argue, one of the most efficient institutions able to
encourage the active construction of such an identi-
ty is education.

If we want to read the history of the Cypriot con-
flict from the victims’ perspective, we first have to
decide who its victims are. As already stated abo-
ve, suffering and martyrdom of the Other has to
be documented as well as the painful memories of
one’s own. The victims are those who died and those
who lost their dearest ones. Once we have struggled
enough to understand their perspective, we may
continue to the perspective of those who were made
to leave their homes, properties and businesses. It
should be emphasised that no generalisation based
on the criterion of ethnicity can lead to a clotural
reading of history - a killer’s guilt is immense regar-
dless of their ethnic background and so is the trauma
of the victims.

The aim of a transcultural dialogue in Cyprus is also
to establish a political solution for the current situa-
tion. There are voices defending the transformati-
on of the status quo into two officially separate coun-
tries (Stephen 2001; Frystenska 2013) while others
are more favourable to reunion within a federal sta-
te (Ker-Lindsay 2011). For better or worse, a politi-
cal outcome stemming from a transcultural dialogue
must be a result of mutual agreement and compromi-
se, not a solution dependent on military force.

DON'T TAKE YOUR BELONGINGS,

YOU WON'T NEED THEM: A STORY REPEATED
OVER AND OVER AGAIN

As Bell-Fialkoff (2003) and Naimark (2006) remind
us, the cases of failed transcultural dialogue we have
mentioned are not the only stories of ethnic clean-
sing™ in 20th century Europe. To name but one, for-
mer Yugoslavia is also a tragically rich source for stu-
dies of conflicting ethnicities. Each country and each
community has its own characteristics and ethnica-
lly motivated murders take place under specific his-
torical circumstances. Yet the archive documents,
statements of eyewitnesses and memoires of survi-
vors show stunning similarities. Let us have a look at
the following excerpts from authentic testimonies.

I substituted the names and ethnic labels with the le-
tters XYZ. The deleted information and references are
quoted in the footnotes.

“A big crowd was standing in the prison yard and
some people were weeping. This baby girl was crying
in her mother’s arms. A XYZ soldier yelled at the wo-
man, 'If you don’t make her stop, we’ll shoot her!" The
mother pleaded that she couldn’t help the child cry-
ing. The soldier shot the baby.””

“[A woman] was brought to the forest with a baby.
The baby clasped firmly the neck of its mother. XYZ
shot at her with a pistol, and the woman fell down
with the crying baby. It was still alive. Then XYZ
let go a series of shots at the little child. The crying
stopped.””

“Five 14-year-old boys were shot, too. [...] Not
with machine guns, but with rifles, until the last
one was dead. I still remember that one of them
was shot in his neck and with the final beats of his
heart, the blood was spraying like a fountain. The
boy was screaming and calling his mother for help.
His father, sitting three rows next to me, saw every-
thing. One of us went mad, stood up and started to
dance.””

To think that the lessons have been learned and
horrors such as these shall never happen again in Eu-
rope is an illusion. It seems that René Girard has co-
rrectly recognized violence as the very essence of
culture and the scapegoat mechanism as an ever-re-
peating phenomenon (Burda 2013). Yet what does it
mean to agree that culture is inherently violent? Does
it imply that dialogue among cultures and ethnic
groups cannot be achieved and that transcultural co-
mmunication is aberrant nonsense?
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Human culture has numerous driving forces, often
antagonistic. The tendency to blame, marginalize and
ultimately to kill the weak is one of them, but so is re-
ciprocity, cooperation and compassion. Aggression
releases energy; peace consumes it, that is certain. To
build and maintain a heterogeneous community that
would regard cultural, social and ethnic differences as
an opportunity is extremely difficult and it requires
both collective and individual action. Top-down and
bottom-up approaches need to be coherent; in other
words, politics and the institutions it influences (such
as education or science) have to work hand-in-hand
with civil society.

Apart from being hard to achieve, peaceful solu-
tions to cultural clashes are also fragile and demand
continuous work - spreading information, breaking
taboos, investing in inclusive education and plat-
forms for dialogue within the concerned communi-
ty. One of the most challenging tasks is questioning
the barrier between “Us” and “Them”. Ethnic iden-
tity is powerful, often linked to cultural and national
affiliation, and broader geographical identities (Baltic,
Central European, Cypriot) have much less emotional
appeal compared to our primordial ties.

Nevertheless, to communicate transculturally does
not mean denying or neglecting our inherent and ear-
ly-acquired identities. If a dialogue is to be held, and
not parallel monologues, the parties involved need to
accept a set of initial conditions. Below I present a list
of such conditions as they emerged from the studied
cases.

« the obligation not to remain silent
« the suspension of truth
« areluctance to compare the quantity and quality of

« reading history from the victim’s viewpoint

« the unacceptability of choosing between two (or
more) forms of violence

« the unacceptability of the principle of collective guilt

« the political relevance of the dialogue

In this way transcultural communication can work
as a remedy. As Robert Hanvey, an American specia-
list on global education, says, “dispelling the stran-
geness of the foreign and admitting the humanness
of all human creatures is vitally important” (Han-
vey 1979: 55). The conditions of trancultural dialogue
guarantee a change of standpoint, a step toward the
Other who is here to tell their story.

All three events that we have briefly discussed - the
fate of Lithuanian Jews, Czechoslovak Germans and
Turkish (and Greek) Cypriots - resemble each other,
but one of their common traits is at the heart of our
interest: the victims are denied the right to live a safe
life in their home country, they are deprived of their
human identity and they belong nowhere. That is
why there is no point in packing their belongings be-
fore the killers drag them away - the victims lose their
names, their faces, their uniqueness, their “being So-
mebody”. And once they become Nobodies, no form
of dialogue is possible.

Transcultural communication is a project of an un-
certain future. Its main strength is that if its conditi-
ons are met, it prevents us from being indifferent and
silent “before the dying face of the Other”. The ques-
tion that follows is how and through which channels
the concept of transcultural communication should
be disseminated. That is an issue beyond the scope
of this paper, yet it is of great importance and certain
to be further discussed by philosophers, anthropolo-
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apa je jednim z vizualnich modeld reality a, jak

ukazuje ¢etna mapova tvorba v ramci fantasy li-

teratury, nejen reality. Je-li mapa nahliZzena jako
obraz, pak promlouva predevs$im svym obsahem a ja-
zykem. V tomto ohledu je navic mapa nejen vysledkem
vice ¢i méné objektivniho zaznamu prostoru, nybrz i pro-
jevem jedince, resp. kultury, z niZ piislusny jedinec po-
chazi. Tim je umocnén také socialni aspekt kartografic-
ké tvorby, na néjz bohuzel ponékud zapomina soucasna
agenda oboru kartografie, ktery se tvorbou map zabyva.

Ackoliv je to primarné clovék, ktery mapy tvori (tvtr-

ce mapy) a pouziva (uzivatel mapy), je v posledni dobé
vice pozornosti vénovano technologiim tvorby map, pra-
ci s prostorovymi daty, geoinformac¢nim systémtim apod.
Jak ovSem trefné poznamenal jiz pfed zhruba 25 lety Ces-
ky kartograf Richard Capek, ,,uZivatele map ale viibec ne-
zajima, jaké techniky kartografové pfi zpracovani map
pouzili. Chtéji mapy, které se daji snadno a spravné ¢ist“
(Capek 1990: 146). V této souvislosti je vitanou zmé-
nou zejména ¢innost komise Maps and Society, zaloZené
Vv roce 2007 pii Mezinarodni kartografické asociaci (Per-
kins 2008). PrestoZe se studiem interdisciplinarni proble-
matiky kulturnich aspektti kartografické tvorby nepiimo
v nedavné minulosti zabyval napiiklad projekt ,,History
of Cartography“ Harleye a Woodwarda (1987), neni sta-
le tato problematika v soucasnosti uspokojivé feSena na
komplexni Grovni.

KULTURNI SPECIFIKA MAPOVYCH STYLU

V ramci kartografické stylistiky se rozliSuji riizné karto-
grafické mapové styly (Pravda 1990), které se projevu-

ji zejména riznymi vyjadfovacimi prostiedky (vazany-
mi na mapovy jazyk) a riznym mapovym obsahem. Tyto
styly do zna¢né miry souviseji s i¢elem kartografického
dila, nicméné neméné podstatnym cinitelem je osobnost

tviirce mapy, u néhoz hraji roli vék, pohlavi, vzdélani, so-
cialni postaveni a v neposledni fadé i kultura, z niZ tvtr-
ce mapy pochazi.

Tato studie vyuZiva koncept tzv. kulturnich mapo-
vych styld, ktery si mimo jiné klade za cil vytvorit urci-
ty interdisciplinarni most mezi kulturni antropologii na
jedné strané a geografii a kartografii na strané druhé. Vy-
chazi z predpokladu, Ze pfislusnici riznych kultur vni-
maji svét universa odliSné. JestliZe je kultura uvazovana
jako kognitivni systém (Keesing 1974), kdy kazda kultu-
ra pouziva riizny kognitivni styl, ma jiné Zivotni zkuse-
nosti a znalosti, pak by méli piislusnici tvofit rovnéz kul-
turné rozmanité mapy, nebot uz samotnou ,,skute¢nost*
vnimaji a vyjadiuji odlisné. Odlisné jsou i strategie a for-
my generalizace reality jako napiiklad selekce ¢i hierar-
chizace. To mimo jiné znamena, Ze se v mapovém ob- Kultarni diverzita, kulturni
sahu s vétsi pravdépodobnosti objevuje to, co povazuje unifikace, mapovy styl, mentalni
pfislu$na kultura za podstatné; mélo by také dochazetke =~ Mapa, mezikulturni vyzkum
spontanneé odliSnych strategiim tzv. kartografické gene- KEYWORDS:
ralizace apod.

Dokazuii to koneckoncti kromé fady jinych také vy-
sledky studie Trentové o vnimani prostoru détmi z in-
dianské a ne-indianské komunity z kanadského mésta
Whitehorse (Trent 1971). DuleZité je ovSem rozliSovat in-
dividualni vlastnosti map, zaloZené pfimo na konkrét-
nim subjektu tviirce mapy, od kulturné determinova-
nych vlastnosti map, vychazejicich z kulturni diverzity.
Podle Pravdy (2003) by totiZ celkem snadno mohlo do-
jit k zaméné a prvky, které by byly pfisuzovany kulturné
definovanému kartografickému stylu, by mohly byt pro-
jevem individualniho kartografického stylu, schopnos-
ti tviirce atd.

Kulturni mapovy styl v sobé spojuje poznatky celé
fady dil¢ich disciplin vyse uvedenych védnich obort.

Pri jeho studiu je vyuzito dvou zakladnich analogii,ato »
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