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Negotiating the “Other” – the title is tentative: Don’t we, everyone of us, negotiate every single day with the other, about the other? When I see myself in the mirror at early breaking hour, I’m negotiating with myself, if I should really step outside of the house or not. If you are a relentless admirer of van Gogh, but your family isn’t then you have two options: Whether you impose it or you negotiate, first with your wife, then with your kids, or the other way around. If a mosque has to be build in a downtown city center of a german metropolis, a lot of negotiations will have to happen. Finally, we all tend to see ourselves through the eyes and reflection of the other. Our own identity is made from a constructed reflection through the medium of the other. Which is part of the reason, why we all seek for love and attention. But, the more pragmatic side of it, is the endless process of communication one can find in negotiations. 

The question is not, how we negotiate with the other, but rather how we have set our own conditions to engage with the other. Even before communicating, we have a setting of values and beliefs, depending on the social environment and systemic integration and even imagined community. So then the question has to be, how do we engage, with all these pre-requisite conditions the other? My focus is on the theoretical framework for this utterly practical question. If we do all have a construction of the other in our minds, beliefs and values, influenced by our compartmentalization through social integration and development, then how do we access these constructions? How do we assess the other throughout different means of communication with different types of media? What would be the theoretical foundations to step up the process of discovering what interculturalism, the constant negotiation between the self and the other, one culture and another culture, really is about? Or, is it time to talk about the discipline itself, interculturality?

First let’s try to find a definition for the pragmatic term of interculturalism.

Interculturalism is the interaction between cultures, exchange and communication where the individual recognizes and accepts the reciprocity of the other's culture. The prefix 'inter' suggests interaction, sharing, complementarities, recognition of the culture of the other without it being divided between other cultures or the culture of the host country, also called the norm culture. In other words, interculturality can be seen as a way of being, a view of the world and other people, a kind of egalitarian relationship between human beings and peoples - it is the opposite of ethnocentrism. Interculturality is bringing multiculturalism a step further.

As we already heard some excellent presentations on multiculturalism, let me try to summarize in my own terms the differences between those two conceptions – as to make sure, i’ve learnt something during this conference.

Today, we can say that many societies across the world are multicultural. Migration, movement of people as well as immigration have reshaped the society.
Multiculturalism aims to be a response to the reality of today's society. It takes into account new cultures without however making real bridges between the host /norm culture and the new culture brought in by new citizens.
Multiculturalism principles and policies have, up to now, focussed on:
• State recognition of the cultural plurality which exists at the heart of society. 
• The reduction of the obstacles that hinder the social participation of marginalized cultural groups. 
• Support for the reproduction of cultures. 
To some extent, multiculturalism is an addition of different cultural particularities without a real coherence between the parts of a highly fragmented whole. 
The question therefore is: Is the model of multiculturalism, which was born in the 19th century, still an appropriate model in a world where everybody is searching for values and codes which allow them to ensure good relations with others and with society?

In my understanding, multiculturalism is too much of an ideology and utopia, thus it showed, it could not be applied within the nation-state narrative of today’s Europe. So, what could interculturalism, being a philosophy, possibly change? Let’s first of all take a look at the pragmatics:

The intercultural approach is commonly marked by three stages:
1. Decentralization: Taking a more distant view of oneself, trying to define one's frames of reference as an individual with a culture and sub-cultures blended together in one's personal development. Through this reflection on oneself, realizing what is relative about one's observations and making sense of one's reading references.
2. Penetration of the other's system: Getting out of oneself to see things from the Other's perspective. It is an attitude of opening up, a personal effort of inquiry.
3. Negotiation: Finding the necessary minimum compromise and understanding to avoid confrontation. 
More concretely, interculturality can happen in two major ways in order to ensure the learning of the realities of one's culture and not just conceptions and discourses regarding the culture of the other: 
• Intercultural learning: meeting the other in order to improve communication and encourage learning and understanding of the other's culture. 
• Exchanges with the country of origin: to establish joint training between actors from the country of origin and from the host country.

Here are some assumptions for the need of new theories outside the current nation-state narrative and rhetoric in Europe.

The continuing intellectual crisis surrounding identity politics paradoxically marks its importance to contemporary political philosophy and practice. Both flexible and extensible, identity political tropes continue to influence new political claims: can identity politics be extended to children, for example, as the emergent children's rights movement implies? Identity politics has limits, too: is it too person-centered? How can identity politics also be an environmental politics (Sandilands 2000)? Perhaps most important for philosophers, the idea of identity itself appears to be in a period of rapid evolution. Changing technologies are having a profound impact on our philosophical understandings of who we are. Attempts to decode human genetics and possibly shape the genetic make-up of future persons (Wald 2000), to clone human beings, or to xeno-transplant animal organs, and so on, all raise deep philosophical questions about the kind of thing a person is. We are capable of changing our bodies in ways that dramatically change our identities, including through sex change or cosmetic surgeries, with immediate consequences in this essay. As more and more people form political alliances using disembodied communications technologies, the kinds of identities that matter seem also to shift (Turkle 1995). Our identities are increasingly pathologized as syndromes and disorders and treated by psychiatrists, and political thinkers should continue to criticize and resist the tendency to dehistoricize and naturalize them (Elliott 2003). At the same time, familiar mechanisms of oppression are further entrenching the very identities that in some western, wealthy contexts look set to fragment. Global capitalism appears to be widening the gap between the North and South, and working to further marginalize women, ethnic or indigenous minorities, and the disabled in the so-called Third and Fourth Worlds.[1] This mass of shifts and contradictions helps explain one move that almost all intellectuals agree on: identity politics must adopt a local focus. Structures of oppression may operate at macro-levels, but their consequences for the lived experience of those whose self-determination they undermine are myriad.
May I introduce some principles of comparative cultural studies, followed by a brief description of methodology, systemic and empirical approach, and contextual framework, focussing on the region we all currently experience, that is Central, Eastern and South-Eastern Europe. By doing this, I am trying to articulate a shift from the narrative of totalitarian understand of culture (such as nationalism and multiculturalism) towards the observation and study of the interferences of culturals spheres, which can then described as interculturalism.
The principles of a comparative cultural studies presented here are innovative precisely because curiously enough, the notion of cultural studies in most cases lacks a comparative, that is, international and pluralistic range and depth. While it is obvious that the framework of comparative cultural studies could be presented and applied without tenets of constructivism, it is essential that the argumentation of the base of the framework be stated. In other words, comparative cultural studies -- similar to comparative literature -- is a framework that is put together by borrowings from a variety of approaches, sources, methods, etc.: it is a composite approach. 

The First General Principle of comparative cultural studies is the postulate that in and of the study, pedagogy, and research of culture -- culture is defined as all human activity resulting in artistic production -- it is not the "what" but rather the "how" that is of importance. This principle follows the constructivist tenet of attention to the "how" and process. 

The Second General Principle of comparative cultural studies is the theoretical as well as methodological postulate to move and to dialogue between cultures, languages, literatures, and disciplines. This is a crucial aspect of the framework, the approach as a whole, and its methodology. In other words, attention to other cultures -- that is, the comparative perspective -- is a basic and founding element and factor of the framework. The claim of emotional and intellectual primacy and subsequent institutional power of national cultures is untenable in this perspective. In turn, the built-in notions of exclusion and self-referentiality of single culture study and their result of rigidly defined disciplinary boundaries are notions against which comparative cultural studies offers an alternative as well as a parallel field of study. This inclusion extends to all Other, all marginal, minority, and peripheral and it encompasses both form and substance. However, attention must be paid of the "how" of any inclusionary approach, attestation, methodology, and ideology so as not to make the crucial mistake of a Eurocentric "universalization" and inclusion from a Eurocentric locus and point of view. A solution can only be dialogue, that is, inclusion.

The Third General Principle of comparative cultural studies is the necessity for the scholar working in this field to acquire in-depth grounding in more than one language and culture as well as other disciplines before further in-depth study of theory and methodology. However, this principle creates structural and administrative problems on the institutional and pedagogical levels. For instance, how does one allow for development -- intellectually as well as institutionally -- from a focus on one national culture (exclusionary) towards the inclusionary and interdisciplinary principles of comparative cultural studies? The solution of designating comparative cultural studies as a postgraduate discipline only is problematic and counter-productive. Instead, the solution is the allowance for a parallelism in intellectual approach, institutional structure, and administrative practice.

The Fourth General Principle of comparative cultural studies is its given focus to study culture in its parts (literature, arts, film, popular culture, theatre, the publishing industry, the history of the book as a cultural product, etc.) and as a whole in relation to other forms of human expression and activity and in relation to other disciplines in the humanities and social sciences (history, sociology, psychology, etc.). The obstacle here is that the attention to other fields of expression and other disciplines of study results in the lack of a clearly definable, recognizable, single-focussed, and major theoretical and methodological framework of comparative cultural studies. There is a problem of naming and designation exactly because of the multiple approach and parallelism. In turn, this lack of recognized and recognizable products results in the discipline's difficulties of marketing itself within the intermechanisms of intellectual recognition and institutional power.

The Fifth General Principle of comparative cultural studies is its built-in special focus on English, based on its impact emanating from North American cultural studies which is, in turn, rooted in British cultural studies along with influences from French and German thought. This is a composite principle of approach and methodology. The focus on English as a means of communication and access to information should not be taken as Euro-American-centricity. In the Western hemisphere and in Europe but also in many other cultural (hemi)spheres, English has become the lingua franca of communication, scholarship, technology, business, industry, etc. This new global situation prescribes and inscribes that English gain increasing importance in scholarship and pedagogy, including the study of literature. The composite and parallel method here is that because comparative cultural studies is not self-referential and exclusionary; rather, the parallel use of English is effectively converted into a tool for and of communication in the study, pedagogy, and scholarship of literature. Thus, in comparative cultural studies the use of English should not represent any form of colonialism -- and if it does, one disregards it or fights it with English rather than by opposing English -- as follows from principles One to Three. And it should also be obvious that is the English speaker who is, in particular, in need of other languages.

The Sixth General Principle of comparative cultural studies is its theoretical and methodological focus on evidence-based research and analysis. This principle is with reference to methodological requirements in the description of theoretical framework building and the selection of methodological approaches. From among the several evidence-based theoretical and methodological approaches available in literary theory, culture research, cultural anthropology, sociology, etc., the systemic and empirical approach to culture and the polysystem approach are perhaps the two most advantageous and precise frameworks and methodologies for comparative cultural studies. This does not mean that for a comparative cultural studies the proposal here entails the suggestion of a meta theory; rather, comparative cultural studies and its methodologies are implicitly and explicitly pluralistic. However, it appears that from the many possibilities of methodology, the proposed one is most advantageous.

The Seventh General Principle of comparative cultural studies is its attention and insistence on methodology in interdisciplinary study (an umbrella term), with three main types of methodological precision: intra-disciplinarity (analysis and research within the disciplines in the humanities), multi-disciplinarity (analysis and research by one scholar employing any other discipline), and pluri-disciplinarity (analysis and research by team-work with participants from several disciplines). In the latter case, an obstacle is the general reluctance of literary and culture scholars to employ team-work for the study of literature. It should be noted that this principle is built-in in the framework and methodology of the systemic and empirical approach to culture.

The Eighth General Principle of comparative cultural studies is its content against the contemporary paradox of globalization versus localization. There is a paradoxical development in place with regard to both global movements and intellectual approaches and their institutional representation. On the one hand, the globalization of technology, industry, and communication is actively pursued and implemented. But on the other hand the forces of exclusion as represented by local, racial, national, gender, disciplinary, etc., interests prevail in (too) many aspects. This localization can be seen in the institutional parameters of current cultural studies itself. Scholars in literature or various other disciplines producing work in cultural studies -- the intellectual as well as institutional carriers of the discipline -- appear to be appointed based on scholarship in a single area and this results in correspondingly lacking work. In other words, intellectual focus when in combination with institutional aims and objectives result, still, in the interest of single focus scholarship. The Eighth Principle represents the notion of working against the stream by promoting comparative cultural studies as a global and inclusive discipline of international humanities.

The Ninth General Principle of comparative cultural studies is its claim on the vocational commitment of its practitioners. The discipline of comparative cultural studies as proposed advances our knowledge by a multi-facetted approach based on scholarly rigour and multi-layered knowledge with precise methodology.

The Tenth General Principle of comparative cultural studies is with regard to the troubled intellectual and institutional situation of the humanities in general. That is, the Tenth Principle is with reference to the politics of scholarship and the academe. We know that the humanities in general experience serious and debilitating institutional -- and, depending on one's stand, also intellectual -- difficulties and because of this the humanities in the general social and public discourse are becoming more and more marginalized (not the least by their own doing). It is in this context that the principles of a comparative cultural studies is proposed to at least to attempt to adjust the further marginalization and social irrelevance of the humanities.

Drawing together the above presented proposals toward a framework of a comparative cultural studies, here is a composite definition: Comparative cultural studies is a new field of study where the notion of comparative is merged with the field of cultural studies from the basic premises of the discipline of comparative literature, meaning that the study of culture and culture products -- including but not restricted to literature, communication, media, art, etc. -- is performed in a contextual and relational construction and with a plurality of methods and approaches, inter- and multi-disciplinarity, and, if and when required, including team work. In comparative cultural studies it is the processes of communicative action(s) in culture and the how of these processes that constitute the main objectives of research and study. However, comparative cultural studies does not exclude textual analysis proper or other established fields of study. In comparative cultural studies, ideally, the framework of and methodologies available in the systemic and empirical study of culture are favoured.
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