EUT EDIZIONI UNIVERSITA DI TRIESTE

Futuribili — Rivista di studi sul futuro e di previsione sociale vol. XXVI, nn.1/2, 2021
ISSN (print) 1971-0720

DOI: 10.13137/1971-0720/34407

https://www.openstarts.units.it/handle/10077/15705

The linguistic framework of cultural diplomacy

Salantiu Tudor, Babes-Bolyai University, Cluj-Napoca

Abstract: The linguistic approach of concept construction describes a clear direction
i communication theories which reflect both an object of analysis and a methodological
approach to information. Distinct _from political and institutional accounts of cultural di-
plomacy, the linguistic approach to concepts can emphasize the influence lines from social
exchange as an intercultural sharing process. Due to that, the utility of the linguistic frame-
work in the analysis of cultural diplomacy has the polential to improve the meanings of
concepts used in socto-cultural processes rather than seeing communication only as a_function
of nteraction. Under this framework, the paper discusses how linguistic aspects appear as
a condition of concept-imagination to obtain a complex meaning of information in cultural
dplomacy. Particularly, how the inguistic framework is articulated in cultural models which
are used by societies, groups and agents to identify and express themselves.

Keywords: Culture, communication, information capture, inguistic framework, cultural
dplomacy, sharing of concepls.

Sommario: Lapproccio linguistico alla costruzione det concetti descrive una chiara direzio-
ne nelle teorie della comunicazione che riflettono sia un oggetto di analisi che un approccio meto-
dologico all’informazione. Distinto dai valor: politict e istituzionali della diplomazia culturale,
Lapproccio linguistico ar concette puo enfatizzare le linee di influenza dello scambio sociale
come processo di condwisione interculturale. Per questo motwo, lutilita del quadro linguistico
nell’analist della diplomazia culturale ha il potenziale di mighorare v significat det concetty
utihizzati net processt socio-culturali pruttosto che vedere la comunicazione solo come una_fun-
zione dell’interazione. In questo quadro, Uarticolo discute come gl aspetti linguistict appaiano
come una condizione di tmmaginazione concettuale per ottenere un significato complesso di in-
Jormazione nella diplomazia culturale. In particolare, come 1l quadro linguistico ¢ articolato in
modelly culturali che vengono utilizzati da societa, gruppi e agenti per identificarsi ed esprimerst.
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Introduction

In a hyper-connected world, cultural diplomacy occupies an essential position
for the articulation of meanings from international interaction. This situation
is due to the existence of two main factors which are correlated with globali-
zation. First, it was social and economic changes added to the continuous geo-
political transformations following the Cold War that led to a new relevance
for international cultural policies (Zamorano 2016). The second factor is the
impulses generated by innovation and knowledge production in the transfor-
mation of cultures. For world dynamics, the latter factor appears as a primary
source of competitiveness rather than resource control competition in terms
of the realism paradigm (Hotz-Hart 2000; Rycroft 2003; Peters et al. 2013).
However, in cultural production and consumption, both factors are responsi-
ble for the serious implications entailed by the so-called digital transformation
(Berry 2011). For cultural diplomacy, this change discloses new ways in which
culture is expressed (Ang et al. 2015).

In this context of change, the pre-existing national models have started to
become specialized and replicated through the designation of cultural instru-
ments (Wyszomirski et al. 2003). Through this action, governments outline their
purposes in an attempt to obtain a renewed dynamism in foreign affairs in line
with the new spectrum of challenges. What makes these challenges special is the
fact that results are obtained from precise values (Mellisen 2005: 11-12). In this
light, cultural diplomacy appears on a global level as a modern instrument of
interrelations that can be used to improve or generate networking and networks.

However, all of that happens in a multi-dimensional international environ-
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ment, where not always everyone speaks the same “language”'. First, because

1 In simple terms, this is related to the fact that interaction and communication in foreign
affairs are no longer subject to the ideology or doctrinal paradigm of national institutions.
Hence, the existence of a set of communicators distinct from political and military ones that
derive their communications from different parts of vocabulary or use another one com-
plicates the situation. That is added to the fact that the population has become an active
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cultural diversity has begun to generate a wide range of reinterpretations of
classical notions. Thus, communication has started to carry a significant cos-
mopolitan cultural normative freight and connotations. Secondly, the emer-
gence of global cultures increases the complexity of the vocabulary used
in IR. This means that an expression or description offered in an interac-
tion contains a complex schema of meanings concerning different concepts.
Therefore, the requirement for a common basis for relational information
appears as a necessary backdrop to access the meanings of information.

In a world where Keohane and Nye (2011) highlight that themes from the
international agenda do not have a hierarchy, values and their significance
have become a sensitive issue. Because of that, to assure the communication
of information between actors a language distinct from power and coercion
is a logical necessity. For the feasibility of this requirement, it is necessary to
have a function that can code and decode the meanings of values in a rela-
tively symmetric mode. Yet, the role of “language” 1s increasingly important
in international relations (IR) due to the numerous systems of rules which
specify the relationship between values and meanings. It follows from this that
language needs to represent a framework able to form statements in which
concepts are recognized correctly in such a way as to simplify information.
This view puts forward productivity and the interpretation of complexity ex-
pressed in some of its logical aspects.

Based on the linguistic approach of cultural diplomacy, the article seeks to
explain the conceptual framework of interrelations between communications
and practice. Through that, I intend to examine the characteristics and limits
of vocabulary which is usually used in IR to communicate information. The
paper is divided into four parts: 1) in which the assumptions are briefly out-
lined. In the second part of this section, I am concerned with the organization
of the concepts from cultural diplomacy in communication. 2) analyzes the
possible implications of the perceptual processes and the limits under which
the knowledge encapsulated in a concept can be grasped in intercultural inter-
action. 3) examines the aspects of a communication structure which 1s sketched

communicator at a global level, and unlike elites, , in many cases they use distinct types of
communication and vocabulary. For example, Instagram, manga cartoons, and the fetish of
technology are useful examples.
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in the first section. In the course of this investigation of tone patterns and their
design, certain rules from the organization of concepts in cultural diplomacy
are approached. 4) investigates how the linguistic framework of cultural diplo-
macy is exploited based on the dynamics of perception in globalization. The
end of the paper presents an informal account of the main conclusions.

The new design of system structuring

In the Cold War era, the language used in IR was easy to learn by the actors due
to the relatively poor vocabulary that was configured around three concepts —
ideology, risks and military capabilities. In general, the rules and the “sounds”
of this language were established commonly, that is to say by how the superpow-
ers reported and set the structural organization of concepts. These rules were
focused on the security dimension and a zero-sum game through an ideological
and doctrinal competition. Yet, for other actors, it was not very complicated to
learn or to make slight “nflections” based on the “phonetics chosen by the super-
powers. After the end of the Cold War, culture began to be a very sensitive filter
for a broad spectrum of communication variations due to the new freedom of
interaction. This was mainly because the diversity of actors led to the develop-
ment of communications and a proliferation in the modes of interaction and
languages used. In part, this combination between the fall of barriers and social
implications created a complex global background, where different systems of
value started to collide through new types of actors and societies?.

In this context, there arose a clash between the global culture and national
cultures. The source of that was the former type of culture that starts to pen-
etrate static social systems in an act of “cultural imperialism” (Berger and Hun-
tington 2002: 6). Nevertheless, according to Friedman (2008), traditional culture
continues to sustain the natural state offered by national traditions and their val-
ues. Thus, the issue of domination regarding the aspects of social space appears
to become a sensitive matter of relations between values and practices. In this

2 For how space redefinition under different circumstances can produce consequences due
to hybridity in the same socio-political environment see: Gupta and Ferguson (1992); Kear-
ney ( 1995); Welsch (1999); Jensen et al. (2011).
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situation, cultural diplomacy seems to be a symbiotic factor with a commodity
form in the transnational sphere, where regulating cultural exchange is no long-
er feasible. At present, this characteristic is one of the most important develop-
ments for the developed worldwide in key areas, especially for communication.

In these circumstances, cultural diplomacy has become a mechanism of
construction for intercultural exchanges and interaction. Thus, what started
as a focus on diversity and interdependence is today directed at global con-
vergence and innovation through multiple-interconnected themes (Bertrand
2017). Under this view, we consider the language used in cultural diplomacy
as a set of structures that express an independent statement regarding the
connection between themes. However, to be a usable construction, the struc-
ture of the “language” needs to be a system of cultural meanings that specify
the context and tone of the theme’s communication. Hence, each theme re-
quests a structural organization of concepts that are associated with a seman-
tic interpretation based on the “tone” expressed through a certain context.

At present, the system of “language” contains two meanings that often com-
plement each other. The first meaning refers to the skills of the actors to de-
termine and recognize tones through the cultural meanings of each cluster of
themes used in the sharing process. In these terms, the competence of actors
represents their capacity to establish preferences through the assimilation of
associations from behavioral terms (Cull 2008; Nye 2008). The second refers
to an explicit framework which does not include institutions and proposes a
description of social exchange in an ever-globalizing world (Lee and Ayhan
2015). For Castells (2008), the second meaning appears as an argument that
supports the existence of a public process which seeks to create a communi-
cation space over classical borders as a public sphere of sharing. This aspect
emphasizes the fact that actors appreciate the possibility of global communi-
cation in an act that puts pressure on national constraints regarding sharing,
global themes and interests and comes to reinforce the continuous develop-
ment of new language structures®. Yet, in the digital era, this aspect tends to
be more individual rather than collective.

3 When the communication structure used in cultural diplomacy follows knowledge prop-
agation, cultural interaction and social exchange as an act of socialization, communication
comes to explain reality and to offer openness. On the other hand, when language follows
doctrinal requirements, communication is a rigid function linked extensively to the sovereign-
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This visible feature of the transformation of rules is enabled to produce
interpretations of reality following world change. Also, an important fact is
that everyday exchange and communication create new meanings with no
awareness of culture®. Although they appear normal, these utterances are not
similar and do not have anything in common with those previously produced.
Tt is thus necessary to emphasize that there is no general framework in which
new utterances may express a global experience. Rather, they are an expres-
sion of the regional resistance of cultures to globalization. Thus, it is hard to
characterize the assimilation capacity of actors which represent the system
of organization of communication in terms of any important concept in IR.

Under globalization, language appears as a social-cultural resource that
highlights a model which facilitates new modes to express identity. At present,
this model describes the connection between the exchange process and the
social structures that are worldwide. In social-culture interaction, these types
of links determine a class of potential relations and concepts that are used to
settle a common language. Although a characteristic of the language adopted
in cultural diplomacy is its “universal aspect”, it unfortunately cannot take
account of the huge range of lexical items that incorporate great experiences.
For example, in the Cold War era and immediately afterwards, the universal
aspect of the language of IR was characterized by the ideological relationship
between democracy and communism. The former attempted to emphasize
its achievements and opportunities, while the latter pursued the propagation
of a set of values in decline (Westad, 2000). In the following period, this re-
lationship was replaced with how democracy needs to be introduced on the
global level, and how it can be correlated with diversity. In both periods, this
context generated a common aspect regarding actors’ capability to interfere

ty of the actors. In this case, the language used will seck to avoid an externalist approach to
themes and to invoke static standards. Through that, the aim of communication is addressed
to a sensitive reality in a search for stability points rather than offering different prospects
through interaction. This understanding is relevant because it emphasizes the capacity of
society to increase its political strength in the world. See Taylor and Hartnett (2000); Shome
and Radha (2002); Uhm (2005); Fraser (2007); Sorells (2016).

4 For example, vlogging as a factor of social influence, and attitudes regarding expectations
for certain technologies, especially in communication areas are very strong examples. In that
regard see Wang and Lin (2011); Wang et al. (2014).
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from different points of view (Forsythe 1992). This is a shift of a standard with
a complex system of representations, which for a short time worked under
the presumption of a new order. However, the significant variation from the
system of organization and acceleration of cosmopolitism generated the rep-
resentation of reality as a collective ambiguity.

These variations from the system of organization of concepts describes al-
ternatives to correction through specific representations. This does not mean
that the basis of communication is completely gone. Rather, it draws a model
that determines a structure of representation based on concepts which are
limited or were not taken into account. The effect of the global recognition
of the importance and implications of some concepts in world organization
made them reference points also in social-cultural expressions (Bochner, 1994;
Phills et al. 2008; Zhou, 2008). However, in comparison with other systems
used in IR fields such as security policy, those attached to cultural diploma-
cy are focused on the meaning of changes that are taking place in practice.
Based on the remarks highlighted in this part, in the next section we proceed
to analyze the perceptual processes in cultural diplomacy and how they influ-
ence intercultural interaction.

Understanding the meanings of concept clusters

One of the most complex features of the practice of cultural diplomacy is
its intricate system of power contours, both within policies and within the
processes which construct influence (Lukes 2007; Nye 2009). In the Fourth
Industrial Revolution there is an assumption that sensitivity encountered in
cultural diplomacy has been strengthened at least in three perceptual levels
(Wang 2006). Thus, the large range of implications must be recorded in an
improved transcription of cultural representation in policy. Also in IR stud-
ies, it i3 well known that today there are no foreign interactions that do not
contain different aspects of cultural exchange. First, because cultural products
and services have become an essential part of global competitiveness. Second,
because in a transnational environment every social or political interaction
becomes a carrier for cultural elements. This has led to the development of
a particular type of situation which describes the role of culture along broad
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lines through opening access to multiple sources of knowledge and informa-
tion (Feigenbaum 2001; Wiarda 2016).

For most actors, the implications produced by intercultural interaction on
cultural diplomacy are limited to the issue of forms of preferences and the
production of attraction. Therefore, what remains a central theme is the de-
velopment of influence by an actor through his capability for cultural dis-
semination. Yet this element raises a question of how it is possible to increase
the influence of a soft or aggressive rise of culture which cannot be perceived
as an assertive rise. So nowadays discussion centres on the extrapolation of
concept representation from a brand to a dynamic culture. Thus, because we
can assume that the position of sensitivity is a correlated feature, the rules of
intercultural interaction that determine the potential fluctuation of sensitivity
may well result from the idiosyncrasies that are present in this process.

The rules in the system of concept organization operate functionally. We
may believe in these rules as a function that organizes the relationships from
the assimilation-interaction standpoint. The basis of this mechanism is the
pursuit of a scheme that contains an abstract pattern of links between na-
tional cultures and social-political paradigms. Nevertheless, the ambiguities
which appear are harder to eliminate rather than correct since users tend to
relate concept representation to a social perspective. The second case is when
the mechanism is relaxed due to openness and the new logic of exchange
or interaction. In this situation, ambiguities might generate a miscellaneous
reaction regarding the meanings of representations and the consequences of
assimilation to a foreign culture. However, in the absence of systematization,
the nature of reactions appears to be confused in the cultural context, which
leads to the low capacity of a society to combine the global with the tradi-
tional. This results from the fact that in the absence of a collective systemati-
zation, the input of information may become confusing in terms of what the
data represents. The effects of this type of behavior can be the appearance of
a certain reticence regarding the acceptance of a high degree of intercultural
exchange. On the other hand, the softening or disappearance of borders leads
to the tendency of cosmopolitanism, where these ambiguities tend to become
the sources of some subcultures. Another factor is the self-identity related to
the wish of an individual or group to expand or to maintain its identity as an
uprising connected to the link between local and global (Delanty 2006).
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This framework brings into the discussion an image that can be construct-
ed in the communication of cultural diplomacy in terms of knowledge ap-
preciation. That divides the rules of the organization of concepts into two
groups. One that follows the global context of change, and a second group
that 1s limited to traditions. To understand the cultural exchange which is
formulated in interactions, it must be admitted that the concepts related to
the Fourth Industrial Revolution, for example, have noncyclical transforma-
tional rules. Distinct from the classical concepts which are static — such as
the narrative of an initial subjectivity — these new types of rules are applied
in the context determined as successive stages of social expectations. These
sets of outlooks, which exist in a fuzzy transformation, initiate for current
generations new symbols of identity, and creative sites of understanding or
questioning traditions, in an act that characterizes global culture. Related to
the linguistic framework of cultural diplomacy, this assumes that on a global
level there exists a complex principle of concept orders which is not necessar-
ily a hierarchical sequence.

In several ways this is an act against outmoded practices which undermines
the traditional meaning of containment to the advantage of intellectual links
and social exchange (Nye and Owens, 1996). In light of this fact, the puzzle of
knowledge and attraction of intercultural exchange can be reformulated in a
question about the role of perception and the limits of culture in the assimila-
tion process. The globalized culture induces a sophisticated process through
which reality 1s constructed. In this action, exchanges between societies that
are outside the institutional framework become a context that assures their
inter-subjective meanings and their transformations. This is appreciated as an
investigation of language through a vocabulary where social, political, secu-
rity and economic effects produce pictures for a reality that combines culture
with agents’ identity’. In cultural diplomacy, these patterns describe the social
processes through which actors convey how to report the concepts in cultural
descriptions to each other.

The perceptual processes of concepts are mediated through how the com-
munication between agents is made. For that, the “language tones” used by the
communicator for knowledge-sharing based on a system of signs become es-

5 For this interpretation of reality construction see Onuf, 1989; and Adler, 2013.

-39.



SALANTIU TUDOR

sential. The important part of this, however, is that it enables actors to trans-
mit their world perception through their particular culture into intercultural
interaction®. On a social stage, this situation can produce a debate that trans-
forms the knowledge and information attached to a concept into the picture
of world understanding. In this way, the culture/world is more than a picture,
it 1s a sociocultural journey of languages. This means that the perception of
knowledge to be expressed through concepts operates through multi-codes in
complex cultural universes.

To pin down the weight of concept constructions in cultural exchange,
however, it is difficult to say that all knowledge uttered in communication
leads towards the perception of reality. Rather, for any particular concept ex-
pressed, there exist many possibilities of contradictory interpretations regard-
ing its significance in social constructions. For instance, it is conceivable that
this case depends on the empirical effects in each stage of interconnectivity.
This type of perception system is not at all arbitrary, a feature of knowledge
communication must be specifically linked from the ordering of culture to
global transformation. According to Goodall et al. (2006), a relatively new
principle suggests that in the practice of strategic engagement, control of
meaning should not be sought in a culture that is not fully understood. At
present, it appears reasonable to suppose that the structures selected in com-
munication need to follow the reduction of perception limits. That aspect
describes a cumulation of factors required to determine the complexity of
concept assimilation through a cultural schema.

6 In what this means for the markets, the relationship between tourist markets and hosts
expresses a clear example. In particular, the cultural-orientated relationship between Asian
actors and Australia, which represents tourist behavior under the influence of cultural differ-
ences, can provide a line in how international interaction can affect social experience based
on perceptions of expectation. Nevertheless, this means a new situation which in part brings
huge novelty to traditional models described through exchange between the West and the
Middle East where sociocultural forces characterize the communication framework. See
Feghali 1997; Reisinger and Turner 2002; Litvin et al. 2004.
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The structure of concept communication

Cultural diplomacy represents one of the main instruments of communica-
tion in the IR field due to its association with “states branding”. For these types
of countries or regional organizations, international recognition through
their cultural heritage provides them with the opportunity to support for-
eign activities abroad, thus helping to follow their aims from an influence
perspective, and perceptions created around their domestic image. As an
instrument, the model of cultural diplomacy which is promoted needs to be
able to attract public opinion, fostering positive attitudes towards the agents
and actors that facilitate achievements. Because of that, communication ap-
pears to be an essential function. First, because it is responsible for the shar-
ing of concepts and links to the nominal and historical aspects which must
create expectancy. Second, it assures the framework for broadcasting and
connecting the participants in an interactive process that follows the sharing
of information and meanings. The aim here is to communicate balanced
information about the concepts in such a way as to make the whole rational
and understandable.

When China formulated “peripheral diplomacy” under Xi Jinping, the debate
brought forward three new ideas: China Dreams, Asia Dreams and World Dream.
The introduction as a reference to the Chinese strategy of referring to na-
tional and regional heritage was a smart idea because it introduced a set of
lines that were relatively easy to understand, especially in the region. At the
same time, the promotion of the concepts created a friendly framework where
the national strategy could be understood through a historical backdrop and
pragmatic logic. This concept construction thus appeals to different aspects of
culture and historical philosophy as a pro-active action that continues to con-
solidate the Chinese diplomatic strategy in the current state of the region and
the world (Callahan 2016). The features of this strategy were set up through
the Work Forum on “peripheral diplomacy” in 2013 as a modern approach to
Beijing’s challenges in foreign relations. Additionally, the forum was a frame-
work that shared lines of thinking as a part of a new model in which China
understands how to relate to foreign states (Swaine 2014). According to Xi
(2014), interaction based on the ideas mentioned in the new model of diplo-
macy was meant to create a model of regional cooperation, which would be
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able to be expanded as a sharing system beyond material standards. Through
this step, Xi Jinping is seeking to make China more sociable in the region to
obtain an acceptance of China’s view regarding its main interests and sover-
eignty in territorial disputes (Heath 2013).

This type of communication, based on the sharing of common beliefs as
an enlarged expectation, allows the introduction of attention as a logical argu-
ment. In the case of “peripheral diplomacy”, the Chinese leadership attempts to
introduce the idea of a Sino-centric system as a fact that needs to be recog-
nized through cultural diplomacy (Ferdinand 2016). From a political perspec-
tive, however, the model used by China is an attempt at negotiation between
regional identity and national interests through ascribing a global importance
to particular cultural concepts. For the Chinese party, the possibility to com-
municate political interests through concepts that make reference to culture
creates the opportunity to mould certain aspects, thus making them long-
ing and open-ended (Ferdinand, 2016; Summers 2016). Thus, in the global
context, the communication initiated by China offered a new narrative of
regional history that attempts to supplement the old lines and to encourage
global interaction using their vision.

Because this strategy appears as a main element in most models of cultural
diplomacy, communication has the role of offering an answer to the question
“why?” and a concept to the question “kow?” In both cases, interests and val-
ues are pursuits to describe a common goal. Hence, communication appears
as an instrument of dissemination that emphasizes priorities and interests.
Communication logic in any endeavor involves the assurance of specific se-
miotic rules by which to provide an understanding of the signs and symbols.
Since communication in cultural diplomacy means engaging different cul-
tures in a struggle about ideas, research, and mutual understanding, the aim
requires assumptions about interests, values, significance, and understanding
of the information and concepts transmitted. For the Chinese leadership, the
global context urges a new direction for foreign policy as an act of resistance
through cultural diplomacy. In this particular case, communication continued
to extend the meaning of some regional concepts to the largest understand-
ing of common opportunities. Thus, strategic communication has become an
instrument of conversation which uses particular concepts to draw a political
vision and to offer explanations about some perceptions.
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In the final part, I will argue that communication in cultural diplomacy
needs to be understood as the construction of a series of operations that re-
quire different capabilities. Through the example of China, I emphasize that
communication functions when the factors are enhanced simultaneously in a
coordinated function. This example shows that actors need to be capable of
generating a context of shared understanding regardless of their objectives, the
concepts used and convergence of meanings (Miranda and Saunders, 2003).

The tonalities of the language

The 2000s introduce with the innovation boom a different complexity for
interculturalism and social interaction. In the last two decades, however, there
have been three events that emphasize the new drivelines of language used
in cultural diplomacy. The first was the 9/11 attacks which represent the shift
of the “New World order” to multilateralist engagement. This event brought
forward the socio-cultural reality which was developed through idiosyncratic
discrepancies under globalization, and which received a security significance
— the War on Terror (Agathangelou and Ling 2004; Krebs and Lobasz 2007).
The subjection of this event to the security and political paradigm generated
a cross-border awareness of cultural differences through the question of inse-
curity and the need for communal action. Thus, cultural geographic demar-
cations became the main lines that sustained the realist notions of security
and trust. This was happening in a world where the neoliberal perspective
began to converge the ties between identities and the historical construction
of nations on a global scale based on culture.

The second event was the development of models based on the apprecia-
tion of technological devices, which generated a significant distribution of
Asian culture (Otmazgin 2008; Steers et al. 2008; Lee et al. 2013). In general
terms, this event was about the ability of societies to integrate cultural dif-
ferences through new technologies. Traditionally, the link between these two
dimensions can be explained through social anthropology as the norm which
positioned technology in developmental trends from the perspective of reser-
vations, and elements of permissivity. This means that there exists a consid-
eration upon an initial state which brings potential improvements into doubt.
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Thus, in realist, feminist or constructivist notions this perspective continued
to argue the potential achievements by altering a state from the perspective of
a culture which gives a meaning to evolution. This situation, however, started
to change once technology began to offer a perspective over performance as
distinct from the arguments given by the culture. The characteristics of the
new generation made it more interested in avatarization and performance
rather than control and action. The new lines of development, as a creative
endeavor, require both new cultures and perspectives on values. It hinges on
the capacity to consider innovation roles separately from traditional under-
standing. Thus, the new cultural models that are adopted due to technological
factors can be described as an extrareal product of an unconventional “expres-
sion site” of social masses.

The last event was the beginning of the Fourth Industrial Revolution
(4FIR) which led to the “fusion of knowledge” (Gleason 2018: 2). In this process
of world transformation, cultural diplomacy received a role in shaping soci-
etal transition. Nevertheless, the main challenges were configured by the ma-
jor global issues which emphasized the limits of the old models of exchange.
Yet this situation did not restrict the international agreement that cultural
diplomacy 1s in the 4FIR a fundamental communication instrument to carry
social activity away from states. In a hyper-connected world, this role of the
concept encourages the development of social and cultural models around
sophisticated images of interaction possibilities. This made from the new
models a context that incorporates the connection between communicative
aspects in foreign affairs and plausible impacts on interrelations. However, this
does not mean that models contain an explanation function or a clear logic
for understanding.

The concept of “soft power” as Nye (1990) coined it, was to emphasize the
growing importance of non-coercive pursuit of interest through culture. Nev-
ertheless, the three above events filled the void left by the traditional testing
of power through a systematical introduction of a strange set of references
regarding attitudes about changes and foreign interaction. Hence, the ca-
pacity of the public to disseminate strong meanings and opinions becomes
a powerful method to formulate positions over foreign affairs. Due to hyper-
connectivity and the lack of space, however, finding a balance by which to as-
sure the reduction of disparities between concepts in intercultural interaction
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represents a serious problem. The existence of new cultures and perspectives
does not mean that for societies everything is rebooted. On the contrary, it
means that for the old knowledge and information the limits disappear, mak-
ing space for their expansion in a strange way. Thus, the new culture models
bring forward the possibility for a collective development that is to be shared
and accepted, rather than an individual validation of norms expressed.

An explanation for these drivelines may be found in the social patterns
which exert a formative effect on the setting of the cultural consciousness. The
way 1n which social interactions are configured tends to produce cultural and
behavioral consequences for those involved (Enfield 2006). Hence, the cur-
rent state of language description from transnational interactions struggles to
offer a perspective on links between specific forms and modalities and model
formulations. This new aspect, which was introduced through 4FIR, is a series
of sophisticated phenomena composed of interrelated cultural dimensions.
Through that it highlights what the language can or cannot express from cul-
tural models in an extensive framework. Although a number of operational
forms exist, the broad range of ascertained forms emphasizes concepts and a
convergence of social expectations. Briefly, the new tones of “cultural language”
describe criteria that can serve to change the features of the feedback on a
particular topic. Therefore, attractiveness is one of the pathways for soff power
and formulates co-option using culture and domestic values for foreign af-
fairs. The question now 1s what represents the new models of culture for sof
power, whether they tend to be transnational rather than belonging totally to a
nation. And more important, of whom the new cultures create expectations.

Conclusions

Communication through cultural diplomacy does not refer commonly to ex-
change or to the propagation of an image. Certainly, the linguistic framework
of cultural diplomacy has become relevant at present due not least to the im-
pact of institutions. The linguistic framework concerns the processes of com-
munication in which old and new concepts take meaning. That is adding spaces
of discourse and interaction that are open, leading to a transformation in how
societies communicate information and perceive it. Yet, from the perspective
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of a critical theory of international relations, a linguistic “desktop” tries to ana-
lyze and explain changes in the relationship between sharing and meanings,
interactive relations between culture and modernity, dialogue and influence.

For these reasons, a critical approach to the communication process pro-
ceeds on the premise that the linguistic desktop of cultural diplomacy can
exert influence through the meaning of concepts. This paper focuses on the
formulation of large images through concepts as one of the main functions
of cultural diplomacy. This assertion expresses an advanced backdrop that
appears in intercultural interactions due to the transformation of modernity
which occurs in the socio-cultural dimension. The linguistic framework of
cultural diplomacy can be a means to give a sense of vocabulary transfor-
mation, which entails an unavoidable degree of evaluation of concepts that
feature new cultural aspects. To this end, the linguistic framework of cultural
diplomacy is a strand between socio-cultural features and communication
structuring in the international environment. It has a significant role to play
in the opening-up of concept formulation and sharing in a discursive space of
global connection and is thus of a transformative nature.
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