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Аннотация

В статье рассматривается влияние культуры на гуманитарные и социальные науки. Анализируется опыт участия в международных проектах в контексте кросс-культурного научного сотрудничества, а также закономерности межкультурной коммуникации, которые проявляются в таких характеристиках как межкультурная компетентность и межкультурная «чувствительность». 
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When the gnat heard the lion roaring for the first time, she said to the hen:

„Isn’t he buzzing funnily!” 

„You call that buzzing?” 

„What then?” the gnat asked. 

„He is cackling”, answered the hen. 

„But cackling in a very funny way!“
(Günther Anders: “The lion”)

In intercultural situations the interaction partners are “at the same time in more than one situation”, because different perspectives or “horizons of the familiar” hit each other [1, 31]. For the interpretation of the different-culturally stimuli only their own (culturally determined) selective perceptual habits are available. Difficulties exist not only with superficial communicative misunderstandings, but especially in the common understanding relating to deep underlying meanings. That means that problems of intercultural understanding (but also of understanding in general) arise not only by the confrontation with the unknown, but also by the fact, that already experienced or organised knowledge for the identification of meanings can be used. That means foreign aspects will be classified, interpreted and evaluated on the base of their own familiar structures of expectations. 
The clash of different perspectives what reality is or means and according to that – the clash of the usual operating models has the consequence that neither the own purposes of action, nor the behaviour or reactions of the other can be categorised easily in its own reference system without further information [1, 31]. This fundamental problem of understanding the other is valid as particularly important 
in various contexts of intercultural interactions. In most cases a meta-language, 
“in which the communication partners are able to agree on the cultural specific semantics”, is missing [2, 17]. A closer examination of a cultural or social internal-area shows that we are hardly able to assume a homogeneity. Therefore intercultural communication (strictly speaking) takes place not only between members of different national cultures but also between individuals, who participate in different cultural meaning systems (doctor - lawyer – pedagogue; man - woman; young - old; city - country; different lifestyles, worldviews etc.). The differences between the inter-cultural and intra-cultural communication is therefore rather more gradually than fundamental [2, 17].
But then what does culture mean? Already in 1952 the American anthropologists Kroeber/ Klughohn identified approximately 150 different definitions 
of culture [3, 47]. The concept of culture which is underlying in that foregoing paper describes a deeper system of meanings, valid for a larger group of people, i.e. 
the totality of all the shared meanings which determine the behaviour. In terms of sociology of knowledge culture can be characterized as shared knowledge of a group, i.e. as the consciousness of the members of this culture anchored expectations regarding normal or appropriate “configurations of thinking, feeling or behaving” [1, 33]. Thus culture is a subconscious element of controlling the interaction of a group. 
The historically grown, specific social norms and values of a society, group, etc. influence the perception, thinking, values and action of all its members. For all individuals, who feel belonging to that company or group, it structures a specific field of actions and provides therefore an important orientating function whereof the individuals become capable to communicate, to understand and be understood and act. This makes it possible to develop their own way to cope with social and environmental challenges [4, 112]. Also considered from sociology of knowledge, the process of enculturation and/ or the cultural identity is based on the interaction between subjective internalisation and inter-societal objectification. Berger/ Luckmann, Elias, Durckheim and others asked for the characterization of the processes of institutionalisation of knowledge and their legitimacy as well as the assimilation in conventional wisdom and finally its turn in scientific theories. How does it work that a special stock of knowledge will be transformed to a reality which is societal established. They analysed the transactions, due the socially developed, accumulated and preserved knowledge, handed down through the generations is coagulate into reality which is unquestionable. The “everyday life world” as a summary of all what seems unquestionable,  unproblematic and self-understandable, will be interpreted on the base of different repertoires of knowledge. On the one hand people internalise the meaning attributions and guidelines of actions of social reality they are surrounded. Within the context of the socialization  people are culturally shaped in the details of their inner Imaginaries. Therefore the subjective world of consciousness is also formed, which expresses itself in settings, values, concepts, interpretations and assumptions about the world. On the other hand, by interaction with the environment people bring forth again the surrounding culture - via different forms of communication or various other types of action (e.g., the material world by working or the social world via communication and interaction). Such externalisations are then again objective perceivable and reproduce societal reality with its roles, institutions and things [1, 34]. 

Communication and social interaction are therefore always related to a wider framework of background-ideas and concepts, which determine for instance the sense and the functioning of social institutions and the expectations of how to act in various areas. The cultural identity of a social group serves in the course of socialization as an acting strategy for everyday life in the respective societal framework. 

While culture is only in parts clear or visible, significant aspects are lying in the area of the subjective awareness and are manifested only in actions or interactions. Its expressions are found in collective mentalities. This means that also values are compared to social and/ or societal phenomena (e.g. addictions and addicts) closely related with culture, mentality, history, economic, political and social development. They both work in the daily handling of people with individual social problems as well as in political activities. The different baseline conditions and various perspectives on everyday life are finally institutionalised in the scientific and professional handling and produce its own culturally marked framework, and this then again is structuring a specific institutional everyday life. 

Everyday life is often, however, a result of unconscious perception, thinking and values. Conventional wisdom and theories of everyday life constitute themselves as not reflexive, often normative and unsubtle and simplified knowledge of standard solutions. 

Everyday life is, however, a result from often unconscious perception, thinking and values. Conventional knowledge and theories of everyday life constitute themselves as not reflexive, often normative, undifferentiated and simplified knowledge 
of standard solutions. In contrast to the experiences of the everyday life, science is defined as a system of thinking, which is constituted “under certain historical conditions as specialization of everyday life thinking, everyday life interpretations, everyday life solutions, everyday life knowledge and everyday life language” [5, 58]. In doing so science often observes and evaluates often issues which are defined in each specific everyday life of society as a problem with an urge for solution. 

Science is characterized by a systematic distance to everyday practice and is used in this definition as the search for truth and evident knowledge. Scientific findings as theoretically based and empirically proven knowledge about reality have to be methodical gained, systemized and conveyed through language and must withstand the claim of comprehensibility and verifiability. But in spite of objectivity the natural or personal preferences, patterns of perceptions and interpretations of the scientist are determining the process of theory-building. Although science claims to reflect everyday life, to find truth and to act independent from political, economic and daily rationalities of purposes, it is still always influenced by social patterns - historically and culturally shaped. Nevertheless, the basic principle of the overcoming of all knowledge-theoretical barriers is assumed by science in their search for “objective” truth to transcend cultural frontiers. 

“But the transcultural claim of science will be increased to a paradox, if such a culture-interpretative community of science wants to investigate such problems of cultural differences, which are firmly anchored in the practice of their own science… “[6, 103]. This produces inevitably paradoxes, “because it is based 
on research subjects, in which the researchers have their own specific view, that means therefore they must and want to be objective compared to phenomena, 
to which they are bound subjectively and in their respective cultural identity.” [6, 104]. This means, especially social knowledge is depending on the cultural system and thus also science, which in its analyzis always refers to socially codified knowledge [7]. That is why science is reproducing itself in accordance to its own cultural structures. 

In addition, according to Elias, specifically social sciences are strongly interested in social deviants. They investigate societal anomies, i.e. phenomena, the society defines as a “problem”. This means “normal” or “self-evident” phenomena are often excluded from the researching process. This culturally and normative-unconscious selection of the examined object accordingly influence the results of scientific researches and strengthens the tendency of reproduction and of institutionalization of stereotypes and prejudices. “Researchers are not only analyzing observers, but are at the same time more or less blind actors in an intercultural process.” [6, 106]. A scientific investigation of other cultures is often oriented towards a contrastive perspective and is therefore rather interested in “obvious” cultural differences and therefore tends to social distortions. Nevertheless, science is viewed as an instrument for the systematic interpretation of reality and acts as a social meaning system. Particularly important are 
the problems when science is at the same time defined as the fundament of a professional system of actions. That means that science must render certain services for a practice field outside of the scientific system like medical, legal or educational science researches and trainings, which have to ensure a good right-, health- or education system [6, 104].

The urgent question that arises is how these kind of cultural differences can or should be handled by the academic or scientific field. What does this mean for the scientific research of social phenomena in other cultures? To what extent can science include instruments to analyze foreign cultures? Is science in general capable to reflect its own culturally and socially influenced interpretations without transfering this to a foreign cultural analysis? How can the academic field find and control their own prejudicial structures? 

But nevertheless cross-national and cross-cultural mentoring studies have still the potential to outbreak the culturally determinated limiting analysis and interpretations and to extent the horizons of perceptions. With the contrasting description of cultural and national specifics, there is a chance of  self-reflexifity included. Comparative Studies can identify national and cultural characteristics and contribute to the reduction of scientific interpretation by their own cultural structures 
of expectations. 

With the possibility of systematic comparison of phenomena and processes in various cultures, theories can be examined on their universality as well 
as scientific standards can be improved. Thus, culture comparative studies have a fundamental meaning for theory-building. However, country-comparing examinations of social objects which are seen as problems do always  need 
a basic examination of what is defined as the societal norm. With an interactive approach of scientific action and research the “special qualities of human action and experience, as well as of the constituted character of social reality” will be decoded [8, 130]. Because here the subjective view of each acting in a certain action area will be understood and systematized into fundamental regularities and mechanisms (sociological understanding/ interpretative sociology – Max Weber). “Understanding a people´s culture exposes their normalness without reducing their particularity...It renders them accessible: setting them in the frame of their own banalities, it dissolves their opacity.” [9, 21]. The limits are, however, where no longer the subjectiv view of the other can be followed, 
e.g. which “inner” conditions influence the experience of the actors or the rule-gaining coordination of action. This requires an openness to the “infinity” 
of possible meanings, social and individual realities, taboos and symbols which  things, persons or communication are able to have. 

According to Baecker culture expresses itselfs through difference. [10, 105]. This differences of perceiving, thinking, acting as well as in the way 
of defining problems can be detected, described and analyzed. An understanding of the subject matter, which shall be researched, worked on and developed corporately first of all needs (before the beginning of the concrete cooperation!) a comprehensive clarification and understanding about the reasons and relationships of the problematization, the theoretical concepts as well as the used technical vocabulary, the expectations, wishes and objectives of the joint project. 
In addition to these substantive level the understanding or communication about that needs to be fully analyzed and reflected. What are the processes, conditions and forms of communication and interaction which are scientifically oriented and culturally cross-bordered? 

In this context Auernheimer speaks of a multidimensional problem. Communication problems arise firstly in particular by divergent expectations, which, in turn, can lead to unfilled or disapointing expectations of the involved interaction parties. Secondly, the expectations of communication partners are determined not only by their own respective horizones of cultural meanings, but also of societal framework conditions, and thus “substantially from the context, or frame, inner-half whose communicates.” [11]. So that additionally to experiences from communication psychology, thirdly, the distinction of “content-“ and “relational side” of the communication gets interesting. For Auernheimer therefore the decisive interference of in-tercultural communicative situations are not on the “level of content”, but on the “level of relationship”. Problems of the content incurs usally only then, if the linguistic repertoire of an individual or of all communication partners is insufficient, or if problems of the “relationship”, i.e. irritations because of handling and behaviour are debated through objective questions
. According to this it could mean also “purely cultural misunderstandings” (e.g., because of a lack of knowledge of foreign courtesy)**. 

Because, as mentioned above, the scientific communication as well is shaped by socially and culturally marked values and interpretations, a reflection-framework must be developed, which allows a verbalization and understanding 
of these basics and conditions of intercultural communication and cooperation process.

A joint reflection must include, firstly, the awareness of the specificity of 
the different cultural scientific milieus, such as different structures of teams and hierarchy. Secondly, also the awarness of forms of handling, discourse and cooperation as well as the attention of practical aspects, such as office equipment, access to and dealing with the media/ materials etc. belongs to it. In order to integrate the various communication channels and forms a well-founded knowledge of the respective conference or project language is nessecary.

Most important are the proven skills and knowledge of the conditions and possible interferences in the context of intercultural communication.  

Intercultural competence, intercultural sensitivity and especially respect and curiosity are basic conditions for getting to know colleagues and their individual, collective, epistemological habits and perspectives on the world, for working together and therefore building up successful international learning and research communities! 
REFERENCES

1. Grosch/ Leenen Bausteine zur Grundlegung interkulturellen Lernens Bundeszentrale für politische Bildung (Hrsg.): „Interkulturelles Lernen. Arbeitshilfen für die politische Bildung. – 1998. – p. 31.

2. Lösch Interkulturalität: Kulturtheoretische Prolegomena zum Studium der neueren indianischen Literatur Nordamerikas.: Inaugural-Dissertation. – 2000. – p. 17.

3. Kroeber/ Kluckhohn Culture: A critical review of concepts and definitions. –1952. – p. 47.

4. Thomas Psychologie interkulturellen Handelns. – 1996. – p. 112.

5. Hierdeis/ Hug Pädagogische Alltagstheorien und erziehungswissenschaftliche Theorien – Ein Studienbuch zur Einführung. – 1992. – p. 58.

6. Müller Universität und Interkulturalität. // Niklas/ Müller/ Kordes Interkulturell denken und handeln – Theoretische Grundlagen und gesellschaftliche Praxis. – 2006. – p. 103

7. Berger/ Luckmann Gesellschaftliche Konstruktion von Wirklichkeit.

8. Stimmer Lexikon der Sozialpädagogik und der Sozialarbeit. –  1996. – 
p. 130.

9. Geertz Dichte Beschreibung. Beiträge zum Verstehen kultureller Systeme. –  1983. – p. 21.

10. Baecker Wozu Kultur? –2003. – p. 105.

11. Auernheimer. URL: http://www.georg-auernheimer.de/ downloads/Interkult. Kompetenz.pdf.

� See also Watzlawick or Schulz von Thun in addition of the aspect of der Ergänzung der Aspekte: „Selbstkundgabe“ and „Appell“.


** Perhaps the problem gets worse because there are groups and cultures which dont make a difference between objective and relational aspects, see also Mattl “Interkulturelle interpersonale Konflikte? Ansatzpunkte zum Verständnis von Konfliktentstehung und Konfliktverhalten im interkulturellen Kontext.“, (2006, p.108.)





