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RESOLUTION OF VERBAL CONFLICTS IN MULTILINGUAL 

COMMUNICATION 

The paper deals with resolution of verbal conflicts in multilingual and cross-cultural 

business communication. We describe behavior strategies for conflict situations, as well as 

the role of an interpreter in those and necessary linguistic and extralinguistic skills. We 

make an attempt to analyse “classic” examples of interpretation in terms of conflict 

resolution. 

Key words: conflict; interpretation; verbal aggression; conflictogenic word; behavior 

strategies; business communication; cross-cultural negotiations. 
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The paper focuses on the question relating to the identification of the objective 

meaning in linguistic and interlinguistic contexts, particularly the meaning of literary texts 

which are the deepest expression of the mind of man together with tales and fables, 

mythological and religious texts. It is highlighted in the paper how misunderstandings or at 

least serious misunderstandings of the meaning of such texts should and can be avoided in 

order to respect the concept of culture. Since the meaning of such texts is or should be also 

the main focus of a scientific research on the human imagination, it concerns the concept of 

knowledge in a more strict sense. In the paper the right to so called subjective free 

interpretations in the field of literary specialization is considered. So, we make a short 
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reference both to the Theory of Meaning of Charles Sanders Peirce which is based on a 

supposed subjectivism compromising language as a tool to express objective and scientific 

knowledge, and to the Spatial Theory of Meaning and Spatial Method of Mascialino 

referring to a more objective way of considering and identifying the meaning of language. 

As a conclusion of this paper, we present an example known all over the world which 

concerns the wrong interpretation and translation of a Jewish syntagm in the gospel together 

with its enormous effects for human life and culture of misunderstanding. 
Key words: language; semantics; meaning; theory of meaning; understanding; 

misunderstanding; free interpretation; translation; evolution; culture; knowledge; 

democracy. 

 

The comprehension of the language’s meaning in ordinary life is not 

always easy as one may believe. Although language in everyday contexts can 

rely on much or more simple interactions with reality, it is for all to see how 

lots of misunderstandings are just of the same frequency. It has to be pointed 

out that this is not due to a supposed imprecision affecting language, on the 

contrary it is just due to an inadequate knowledge in the field of linguistic 

semantics, i.e., both of the logics intrinsic to language as well as of the 

formation of the meaning in general and specifically in the words’ meaning. In 

any case, even communication in the ordinary context is not limited to the 

asking for information in a tourist agency, it is itself something more complex, 

not always directly corresponding to concrete and simple contexts, but often 

involves also a certain level of abstract reasoning. Much more complex than the 

everyday communication is the semiosis in fictional works, which are a product 

of imagination free from any need to match with reality. The meaning of 

fictional works in an interlinguistic context is a doubly still more complex 

matter, and very frequently a false and superficial image of even important 

authors as Shakespeare or Kafka is diffused all over the world so that readers 

and lecturers believe to know Shakespeare or Kafka whereas they do not, for 

they may know false cultural images of them. In other words, the knowledge of 

various cultures of past and present times in the world goes not only, but first of 

all through the understanding of the meaning of fictional as well as of all artistic 

works, which most deeply express the very nature of man, of people. However, 

difficulties in analyzing the meaning of such texts are not a sound reason for 

abandoning vitally important literary production to the subjective free 

interpretation which is responsible for all sense from the presence of literature 

in human culture. 

Since mathematicians and philosophers in general rightly identify a minor 

precision of logics expressed in language compared to the major precision of 

logics expressed in numbers and measurements, language has often been 

labeled as a subjective and unreliable tool to comprehend life, i.e. as something 

inadequate to face a scientific level. Considering the literary field, it is as 

though the meaning of novels and poems could not be objectively or 
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scientifically analyzed because of its unfitness to be evaluated with mathematic 

measurements, as though the words “science” and “scientific” or “objective” 

were only limited to the concept of a hard science linked with mathematics. At 

this proposal it is maybe good to remember that language, the most complex 

natural store of meanings man has ever produced in his long historic and much 

longer prehistoric evolutionary existence, is par excellence the phenomenon 

that legitimates mathematics, this in the sense that without the presence of 

language mathematics itself would stay on the same level on which it stays for 

all other non-speaking animals and on which it stays in the unconscious non-

speaking circuits of our brain. 

Nevertheless, according to the mathematician Charles Sanders Peirce 

(1839–1914), the father of the American semiotics and pragmaticism, linguistic 

meaning is relegated on a subjective level and linguistic logics may have only a 

confused meaning: 

“Pragmatism is the principle that every theoretical judgment expressible in the 

indicative mood is a confused form of thought whose only meaning, if it has any, lies in its 

tendency to enforce a corresponding practical maxim expressible in a conditional sentence 

having its apodosis in the imperative mood” [Peirce 1998, vol. 5: 15]. 

With all respect for the competence of mathematicians in their most 

complex field of research, they sometimes have not a similarly deep 

competence in the field of language as it is an unavoidable consequence of 

specialization: if intellect more widely applies in a specific area of knowledge, 

it does not have the same possibility of specialization in other areas. And logics 

in all its facets, and most of all regarding the meaning of language, do not 

coincide with mathematics. To give a further example inter alia, we all know 

the conceptual confusion which affects the philosophical logics of the great 

German mathematician Gottlob Frege (1848–1925) as it is expressed in his 

philosophical essay upon logical thinking [Frege 1993] where not a single 

concept has a whatever sense nor is in correspondence with the rules of the 

logical judgments. 

As above said, the meaning of language is frequently linked to imprecision 

and to the subjective impressions of everyone. Therefore, the identification of 

the meaning in fictional works is left to the free interpretation not only of the 

common man, but unfortunately even of specialists who have theorized this 

kind of subjective and free interpretation as if it were something unavoidable. 

In the latter case, there is often not a big difference between the interpretations 

produced by scholars and those produced by everyone, and this does not make 

much sense, i.e., there would then be no need of specialized scholars if their 

thinking had the same results of the thinking of not specialized people. 

However, it is as though literary works would have no objective sense in 

themselves and as though the subjective impressions of everyone including 

critics would give literature a sense. This can necessarily be accepted when we 
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are in front of the ordinary man who cannot help having  only subjective 

impressions and thanks to the above-mentioned theories may deceive himself 

about his right to give whatever meanings to art and literature, but it is not to be 

accepted if it is a student, a critic, or any theory of meaning and of art 

expressing such an opinion. 

So, much greater attention should be paid to the objective semantics of 

language both on the individual and universal – or speciespecific – level. In a 

time where humans in general can have access to the various cultures, the need 

for linguistic and interlinguistic competence is stronger than once, and 

competence within the area of the different cultures signifies in the first place 

competence in the area of linguistic meaning in all its details. It seems more 

than necessary to give linguistic semantics a more scientific and central position 

than it has got till now and even has nowadays in human culture. The 

identification of the objective meaning of literary texts on an intra- and 

interlinguistic level would give man and human culture, specifically 

humanities, that respectability which the meaning of literary texts and of art in 

general deserves for the best of the human personality as well as of the 

knowledge of the human nature. 

The main theoretical current tries to explain the meaning of literary texts 

through biographical, historical, cultural references inter alia, but these 

references, which are utterly adequate to explain the external context on which 

literary texts necessarily arise, cannot explain their objective meaning which is 

given through the filter of the subjective mind of the authors. Even the 

psychoanalytic theory and method ultimately find their motivation in historical 

and biographical or cultural backgrounds. Freud himself has failed much or less 

or completely many of his interpretations of art and literature – see at this 

proposal inter alia Freud’s interpretation of King Lear, which is completely 

false [Mascialino 2002] and may therefore be an excellent symbol of how 

psychoanalysis with its historic references, as it has been mainly and officially 

outlined, proofs itself as an inadequate tool for the comprehension of the human 

imagination when expressed in a literary and artistic field. 

A theory of meaning opposite to those which support the free interpretation 

of the meaning linguistically expressed in literary works and the like may be the 

Spatial Theory of Meaning [Mascialino 1997 and ff.] which includes not only 

the historic background, but also a reference to the brain neurophysiology and 

to evolution which is a most essential basis for the identification of majority of 

symbols produced by the non-speaking primates and by the great apes 

successively becoming speaking ones, i.e., by humans [Mascialino 2009]. This 

theory relies on the reconstruction of the Dynamic Spatiality in which the 

meaning of words within the specific linguistic context consists as it seems to 

be. The identification of the Spatial Schemes underlying the meaning of words 

can avoid lots of misunderstandings. This identification is not a work of a few 



 241 

minutes or of an anyhow short time, it requires study, a constant work with 

falsifications and reconstructions of assumptions, but at the end one can 

discover precious meanings which honor the human culture. Inter alia, a most 

symbolic dark horse has been discovered by Mascialino [Mascialino 1996, 

Mascialino 2011 and ff.] on the level of a language exegesis achieved by means 

of the above mentioned Spatial Theory and Method. The false interpretation of 

this extraordinary metamorphosis during more than a century of literary 

worldwide critics has left unobserved a masterpiece of Kafka’s imagination – if 

literature has any meaning, as Peirce would maybe say! –, and it presents in 

addition Kafka in a rather vulgar circumstance which does not correspond to the 

truth of the novel, and also does not match in any measure with the personality 

of this great author, who has never lost his internal nor external extreme 

elegance and dignity, even when dying. 

Now let us come to the announced very simple and well known example of 

a misunderstanding which has had a very serious consequence. In the Gospel of 

all four apostles there is a syntagm which has been misunderstood respect its 

real meaning. It is the Jewish syntagm referring to the “son of God”, ןב םהאלהי, 

derived from the almost same original word in Aramaic. As e.g. in St. Marcus 

[La Sacra Bibbia 1962: 16, 27–29, 1086], Jesus wanted to know from his 

disciples who they thought he was. They said they knew he was the Messiah, 

י        , i.e., the anointed one, the Christ. In Israel kings were consecrated by 

means of anointments, therefore Messiah, the anointed one, was considered by 

the apostles the important person or even a king or something similar who had 

been sent to Israel by God – whereras Jews in general did not believe he would 

be the anointed one sent by God and whom they were still expecting. The 

epithet “son of God” was given at that time to angels and to faith healers, and 

Jesus Christ, even when not an angel, was an acknowledged healer who was 

able to work miracles and therefore he was thought to be next to God, in this 

sense like a son of God, but not as a real son of God. Romans did not know the 

Jewish culture and have understood this syntagm according to their culture 

where gods frequently had sexual relations with humans, which was 

unthinkable by Jews. So, Romans thought Jesus Christ was the very son of God 

and of a woman, Mary, i.e., they thought he was a divine offspring, a half god 

so to say. From this misunderstanding a new religion arose and other concepts 

related such as the Trinity, the Holy Spirit and so on were produced. It was a 

religion whose original basis was a wrong interpretation of the meaning of the 

syntagm “son of God”, whereas the Messiah was rightly interpreted as someone 

sent by God, anointed by God, as the meaning of the word in the Jewish culture 

and as the apostyles thought Jesus was – there is a big difference between one 

who is sent and one who is the son. This example has been chosen because of 

its immediate evidence, but in literature there are lots of equally serious 

misunderstandings which go unnoticed – readers and lecturers unavoidably 
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believe the texts they read in translations are sound, valid. So they may believe 

Shakespeare is another person than he was, the same with Kafka and many 

other great authors, this not because of a different language and unavoidable 

changing of lexicon, but because of the misunderstandings of their works by 

translators, by scholars, because of the misunderstandings of their ideas, of their 

personality, which are destroyed to use a metaphor, in the big Moloch machine 

of the free interpretation, of false theories of linguistic meaning and the like, 

which are not fair to art and literature, to culture, to knowledge and democracy. 

As a conclusion of this paper, I think that for the best of human culture at 

least the greatest authors of literary works should be reinterpreted and 

retranslated. And in addition: in democracy, in democratic regimes people have 

the right to knowledge, this is also true in the field of the interpretations of 

literary works, they do not need free interpretations which they themselves can 

produce with whatever free misunderstandings they possess. 
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Объектом изучения является техническая узкоспециализированная нефтегазовая 

терминология в русском и английском языках. В статье выявлен ряд особенностей 

формирования терминологии, отражены факторы, влияющие на образование и 


