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1. Why humanism?

One of the most urgent challenges for the cultural orientation of today is the encounter of different traditions and world views in the globalizing process. There is a need for global principles in organizing human life according to the global trends in all dimensions of human life. Nearly everybody is confronted with problems in economy, politics, social life and environmental issues which demand global solutions. 

At the same time the power of being different in understanding and interpreting these problems is unbroken. Moreover, it is even increasing since long-lasting universal cultural patterns of understanding man and world are losing their plausibility. Main trends of Western thinking, which have shaped the features of the modern world have met radical criticism. Alternative traditions have been brought to the fore and claim for recognition. The well-known slogan “Provincializing Europe" (Dipesh 2000) indicates the new problem: where now is the empire when it is no longer the West? A province is a part of an empire, otherwise the slogan has no meaning. There are some candidates for this empire luring behind the corner, but nobody knows what they will bring about and whether they are able to shoulder the responsibility for tackling the global dimensions of human life today.

The Western domination in intellectual life – including the scholarly life in the humanities and social sciences – has been radically challenged, but what alternatives have become visible? The criticism of the Western tradition in modernization and modernity is universal and fully accepted, if not even created, in the West (at least its strongholds are Western universities). But when this criticism has done its work, what modes of thinking are able to replace the outdated ideas and ideologies of modernity and their legacy of enlightenment?

What we need in understanding our time is a mediation of universality and peculiarity in thinking: a synthesis of commonality and difference in organizing our lives. How can we keep up our identity-forming cultural peculiarities and, at the same time, contribute to the solution of problems from our part we share with all other human beings despite their otherness in traditions, mental attitudes, and modes of thinking and in many other dimensions of human life?

In order to find the answer to this question, we can't simply leave our roots and step out of the historically pregiven circumstances of our lives in favour of a new intellectual standpoint, which may bring us closer to the others. We even have to realize that cultural differences have caused a dividing force in intercultural communication: By ethnocentric tendencies in the cultural process of identity formation they play a destructive role preventing transcultural understanding and working together in finding an answer to the urgent problems of our globalizing world. 

This brings me to the theme of humanism. For a long time humanism was intellectually completely outdated: its radical destruction by Nietzsche in theory and by social Darwinism, the effects of imperialism, and totalitarian ideologies in practice had had a thoroughgoing effect. The relevant comments of Heidegger (1976)
 and Foucault (1974) may serve as smashing examples up to our days. But as a proverb in German says: “Totgesagte leben länger” (people who were declared dead live longer) humanism recently has gained a growing importance in the intellectual discourses on cultural orientation.
 The main issue and starting point is the question how to handle diversity and difference in human life as it has obviously gained a growing power by migration, the effects of internet communication, general changes in politics, and severe religious conflicts? How to overcome the power of ethnocentric tensions in intercultural understanding? Humanism offers an answer to this question. There is a simple reason for it. Being a human being is common to all people; it defines their commonality, and at the same time, it is realized in a multitude of life forms and their historical changes. This is exactly what humanism in its modern form has done: thematizing the common ground in human life and its values and norms, and at the same time recognizing difference and variety as a manifestation of the cultural nature of humankind. Can the tradition of humanism be revitalized as an approach to a cultural orientation, which may be able to synthesize universal principles of human conduct and peculiar life-forms? In my paper I will try to give a positive answer to this question.
 

2. What is Humanism? 

a) Three Steps of Historical Development
Humanism is not a clearly defined concept. It emerged in the West and has influenced non-Western discussions since the end of the 19th century
 but its meaning widely varies. Therefore it is useful to give to short historical account of its developments. Three steps have to be discriminated: (i) its roots in classical antiquity, (ii) its first establishment in early modern history, (iii) and its modern form since the end of the 18th and the beginning of the 19th century closely related to the intellectual movement of Enlightenment. Its modern articulation is not limited to intellectual life but can be found in fine arts as well.

(i) In classical antiquity, mainly in the stoic philosophy, most of the basic terms of humanistic thinking were articulated, like human dignity (dignitas hominis) and natural law (lex naturae) applicable to every human being. There was no systematic theory, which combined these concepts into a coherent idea of the human nature and could be picked up in later times. Nevertheless, highly effective ideas were brought to life, which later on could play a decisive role in humanistic thinking (Cancik, 2011). These ideas had an anti-realistic status, placing the value of humanity against the inhumanity in political and social life. In this idealistic form it could be used to criticize established forms of political domination and social inequality. No wonder that the revolutionaries of the late 18th century developed an imaginary of their visions of a new and humane life and made intensive use of the symbols of the Roman republic. 

(ii) Early modern humanism, which originated in the 14th and 15th century in Italy and spread all over Europe. It referred to classical antiquity and directly brought it into the intellectual awareness of the educated elites. This reference opened up a new space for intellectual discourses. It took place in the form of specializing disciplines, the humaniora (fore-runners of the academic disciplines of the humanities) centered around philology. It was pursued by a new type of intellectuals, the humanistas – people who were competent in interpreting the literary legacy of antiquity. Their representative figure is Erasmus von Rotterdam (1465-1536). Their discourse remained in the context of Christianity, but within this context it gained a liberal mode of argumentation against scholasticist dogmatism. The best example of this new space for liberal discourses is the fight of humanists, started by Johannes Reuchlin (1455-1522) against an attempt of the church to establish an anti-judaistic trend in the official doctrine of the church and accordingly to erect tribunals of the inquisition in Germany (Reuchlin, 1511).

(iii) Modern humanism, finally, emerged at the end of the 18th and the beginning of the 19th century. It was an essential part of a general revision of the basic concepts of understanding the human world.
 It belonged to the late Enlightenment and presented an idea of the cultural nature of humanity, which initiated new ways of historical, political, and educational thinking (at least partly) still effective as a tradition in the humanities, in higher education and in political culture. Here for the first time (in Germany) we find the term of “Humanismus" (Cancik and Vöhler, 2009). I will mainly refer to the German case, but its main ideas can be found throughout Europe.

b) Main Trends of Modern History

I will analyze this modern humanism as a starting point for a Western contribution to the intercultural discussion on chances and limits of humanism in the orientation-crisis of today. But before I present an ideal-typological desription of this humanism I would like to present it as a result of a complex historical development in the West. In the light of this development a more systematic explication will get the shape of historical experience thus indicating the problems of its future perspective. In order to present Western humanism in this way, I would like to distinguish nine different tendencies, each of which is into related to all others in a very complex way.

The first tendency is an anthropologization in the procedures of cultural orientation. It is man him- and herself, who makes sense of the world. 

This goes along with a second tendency, namely that of a secularization. The cultural principles of practical life have an innerworldly status. (This is a result of very severe and bloody wars between different Christian denominations, culminating in the 30-years-War in Middle Europe [1618-1648], which caused the loss of about 30% of the German population). 

A third tendency is a universalization of humankind across all different cultures and times. This universalization has been realized by a growing knowledge of the variety and changeability of human life forms. It had an empirical and a normative dimension: empirically it covered the whole realm of historical and anthropological experience, and normatively it attributed basic values to all human beings (in principle).

In a very dialectical interrelationship humankind became at the same time naturalized and idealized. The human body could be treated as a part of nature, whereas the human mind was strictly distinguished from nature by ascribing to it a non- or even a super-natural quality. In the German language this quality was conceptualized by the term of “Geist". “Geist" meant a synthesis of mentality and spirituality with a creative force of bringing about the human world as essentially different from nature. It is the essential force of all cultural activity and its results in the variety of human life forms in space and time. 

This variety has received its specific cognitive form by a fundamental historization. Humankind was put into the frame of a universal development, within which the unity of humans is realized by the diversity of cultures. 

Thus humanity became individualized. Every single person and every social community were understood as a unique manifestation of humankind. The cognitive procedure of understanding differences, as it dominated the methodical rules of research in the emerging humanities, is based on this principle of individualization. 

A specific tendency molded the articulation and reception of fine arts. By aesthetization it achieved a special realm and function in the cultural dimension of human life, liberating the power of imagination from all constrains and limits.

Finally, the understanding of human life emphasized its potentialities. The cultural nature of humans is not fixed, but a matter of development and change. Educating humans as a process of cultivating them towards their own humanity therefore belongs to the core elements of modern humanism. It is symptomatic, that in the German language the term of "humanism" emerged in the public sphere as a title of a book on education (Niethammer, 1808).

As a result of these different tendencies and their complex and even conflicting interrelationship an idea of a humanized humanity represented by every single person and social community as well was developed. Humanism is nothing but an elaborated form of this idea.

3. The modern concept of humanism

In a more systematic perspective humanism can be described as a pattern of thinking about the different dimensions of human life and their cultural regulation. This pattern is based on an anthropological argumentation centered on the principle of human dignity. Both issues – anthropology and dignity – are clearly articulated by Immanuel Kant. He said that in every cultural orientation of human life three basic questions have to be answered: What can I know? What shall I do? What may I hope for? And he added – in a typical expression for modern thinking – that all three questions can be summarized into the decisive single one: What is the human being (Kant,1800, p. 29)? According to Kant an answer to this question has to recognize the fundamental cultural quality of every human being: that he or she always is more than only a means to the purposes of others, but a purpose within him- or herself. Kant called this being a purpose within him- or herself (in German: Selbstzweckhaftigkeit) human dignity.

Based on this anthropological fundament humanism is a necessary spiritual and mental ferment of civil society culturally based on secular universal values, like freedom of speech, rule of law, equality before the law, religious pluralism in the framework of a universal morality, representation of the dominated in the institutions of domination etc. So humanism has a political dimension. It criticizes feudal forms of political domination and social life, and puts political domination under the rule of law in the form of human and civil rights. Humanism is clearly directed against and opposed to any authoritarian form of political domination.
 In its social dimension humanism claims for civil equality against the superiority of nobility and later on (in its socialist specification) against any attempt of social suppression. 

In its intellectual dimension humanism tackles an idea of humankind which addresses the empirical and normative universality of humankind within and by its cultural diversity and changeability. Thus it promotes the categories of historicity and individuality in understanding the human world. With these categories it shapes the scholarly work of the humanities and their hermeneutical strategies of understanding cultural diversity and historical change in the form of methodically ruled cognitive processes of research. In this dimension humanism fundamentally opposes any form of dogmatism and fosters free and unlimited discourses as a medium for discussing any issues of common interest.
 

By its anthropology humanism has a strong impact on education in a wider sense of human self-cultivation ("Bildung"). Every person should have a chance to develop his or her abilities in a holistic way, so he or she will represent the cultural creativity of the human mind under the specific conditions of his or her life in an individualistic manifestation. Humanistic education opposes any utilitarianism which instrumentalizes human development by enforcing social utility at the cost of creating an independent personality.

Finally one should not forget that humanism had a special relationship to fine arts: It sets it into an unlimited autonomy of free expression against pregiven rules of formation, dependent upon political and social interests. Fine arts gets a cultural place in human life as a necessary condition for realizing human freedom and self realization.

This humanism is a multifaceted realm of ideas. But what about reality? Nobody can deny that since the end of the 18th century the life form of a civil society with humanistic elements like the principle of human dignity has been established in many countries, mainly  – but not only – in the West. This life form has its limits and it is permanently endangered by a lack of common sense. But in general its worldwide attraction is evident and its practical impact is widening. Political humanism has been realized in many modern constitutions and their references to human and civil rights. Its humanization of political domination has received many backlashes and perversions, but nevertheless, we can observe a general historical trend to its widening and deepening. Social humanism from its very beginning had to confront its idea of civil equality with new class formations and with strong tendencies of delimitating the lower classes from the benefits of civil society like the new institutions of education. A special problem of social equality was the exclusion of women from political rights and social independence; but in the long run civil society is overcoming the unbalanced relationship between the sexes. A special problem has emerged from the humanistic principle of individualism; rather easily it could lead to a weakening of social responsibility and solidarity so that it still has to complement itself by fundamentally recognizing the intersubjective dimension of human personality. 

Intellectual humanism has been established in the theoretical and methodical constitution of the humanities and social sciences – as long as they work with hermeneutics as a cognitive strategy to come to terms with cultural diversity and difference. Its principles of recognizing differences had to fight against nationalistic biases. And in an intercultural perspective it still has to be applied and enforced against strong ethnocentric tendencies in forming cultural identity.

Educational humanism finally made its way into higher education. But at the same time it established limits of social access. This is evident in the case of the German humanistic gymnasium. But not only here elitist attitudes were confronted with the universalistic approach of general education. The idea of focusing education around the idea of a free personality is still under pressure in the name of social utility. 

4. Limits and Self-Criticism

I would like to bring this tradition of Western humanism into the current intercultural discussion on how to meet the challenge of globalization on the level of transculturally valid principles of cultural orientation. In order to do so, it is necessary to sharpen our view on its limits and realize its self-criticism. I have already indicated some of these, but they should be listed up in a more systematical way:

Politically and socially modern humanism has its limit in the unsolved problem of securing a social status for being a full member of a civil society. Without the social status of a person who can earn his or her own livelihood all the advantages of human dignity can't be fully evolved. Additionally, modern humanism has to face the danger of a growing social inequality and as consequence a dissolution of common sense. 

Intellectually modern humanism finds its limits (a) by not sufficiently being aware of human inhumanity, (b) by its illusionary relationship to classical antiquity, (c) by keeping ethnocentric elements in its idea of humanity and universal history, (d) by a limited concept of reason, and (e) by the highly problematic relationship of humans to nature. 

These five points need a short explanation:

(a) Classical humanism is aware of the potentials of every human being to become inhumane, to suppress, to subjugate, to instrumentalize and to de-humanize other human beings. But in the framework of its idealistic anthropology and theory of history, this potential of inhumanity was covered and not systematically taken into account. Instead, its followers believed in progress as a long-lasting historical process of humanizing human life-conditions. Herder (1784-91, pp. 588f.) for instance, said in his philosophy of history: 

“The course of history demonstrates that by the growth of true humanity the destructive demons of the human race have really dwindled.ˮ
After the crimes against humanity culminating in the Holocaust, which gave the 20th century its historic signature, such optimism has become impossible. Only a humanism which can meet the challenge of these crimes and can look into the face of the Holocaust is feasible for a future-directed orientation of human life (Rüsen, 2008).

(b) The classical humanism had to demonstrate that its idea of humanity was a realistic one. This was done by a constitutive reference to classical antiquity. The humanists of the late 18th and early 20th century believed that in this specific time – mainly in classical Greece – the fulfilment of the ideas of a humane life form was achieved.
 We know that it didn't, and that the historical reason for the feasibility of humanism was a great illusion.

(c) The classical humanistic concept of a universal history pretended to give place for cultural differences in the course of history without the prejudice of Western superiority. Nevertheless, this humanism had to place itself into the course of history, and by doing so it could not avoid privileging the Western civilization, although its criticism of Western imperialism is evident, mainly in Herder´s thinking. Yet if we take just one look at the characterization of Africans in the anthropology of this time (for instance in Kant’s anthropology) we can see the part of ethnocentrism, which is still in effect.

(d) Post-colonialism has brought about a radical criticism of the Western concept of reason. It has interpreted this concept as a means of domination subjugating all other forms of intellectual life, which follow different ideas of the human mind and spirit. Classical humanism has made use of the concept of reason. But it did not simply reproduce the attitude of governing the world inherent in the modern concept of reason. Instead, humanism has given it a hermeneutical potential thus opening it up to a new awareness of the variety and difference of human forms of life. It is, however, still an open question whether this potential of understanding is really free from any will of domination, and whether it sufficiently opens up a space for recognizing those forms of human life which are not committed to this kind of reason.

(e) One aspect of the problematic character of the Western concept of reason lies in its way of shaping the human relationship to nature. It is the form of an unconditional domination. Today the catastrophic consequences of this relationship have become evident. Western humanism has not completely confirmed and legitimated this attitude of domination. Yet, its idea of the humans' relatedness to nature has been rather vague. In the dim light of this ambiguity, traditional Western humanism has proved unable to develop an idea of what a humane relationship between man and nature is like (Rüsen, 2006). 

The intellectual development in the West after the formative period of modernization showed a growing renunciation from the tradition of humanism albeit several attempts for its renewal. The most prominent representative of this anti-humanism is Friedrich Nietzsche. This renunciation culminated in the idea that man becomes subjugated under non- or super-human instances like the superman, the “to beˮ, or anonymous structures of social or mental life. This was the end of the anthropological turn; man became ʻdecenteredʼ in the philosophical interest in understanding the world. 

In politics we can observe similar trends of weakening and discrediting the tradition of humanism: There was – if at all – only a weak protest against the power of inhumane political movements like fascism and communism. On the contrary: communism even could claim for the tradition of humanism and ascribe “real humanismˮ for its suppression and liquidation of social formations and movements which did not fit into its idea of historical progress (Scherrer, 2011). 

In recent times two intellectual movements substantially contributed to the marginalization and dissolution of humanism: a) postmodernism negated any approach to universal values, and b) postcolonialism accused the Western idea of modernity of legitimating the suppression of non-Western countries. Humanism has been criticized as a means for political domination and for robbing other people and cultures of their dignity of self-determination. (It is another question whether this criticism itself did not make use of humanistic principles, thus confirming humanism in its turn against it.) The fascinating success of biogenetics and brain-research, finally, supported a new attempt of replacing the culture-centered modes of thought (which includes humanism, of course) by nature-centered ones.
5. A New Approach with an Intercultural Intent

Any approach to revitalize humanism for a new intercultural understanding has to begin with a clear distancing attitude: It can’t use the Western humanistic paradigm of humanity in its historical peculiarity as a parameter of intercultural comparison. Neither can it be looked at as an aim in the future perspective of intercultural communication. This would be an epistemological as well as a political mistake. It would only support non-Western suspicions of a continuation of Western intellectual domination and therefore could not lead to a transcultural agreement on basic values and principles of coming together in understanding the common cultural nature of man and of the power of being different. 

But on the other hand, the ethics of humanism – on the level of principles, and not so much on the level of historical experience concerning their practical use – can be understood as a solution of synthesizing commonness and diversity of humanity, which may meet the problem of cultural orientation challenged by globalization. In many Western countries and in non-Western countries as well, basic elements of this ethics have been established in the life form of a civil society, where different traditions can be lived by their followers in a peaceful way. The universality of dignity and corresponding ideas of humankind and humanity can be adapted into historically different contexts Here they can unfold their mental and spiritual attractiveness for contributing to the tendencies of humanizing humans in all dimensions of their practical lives. Humanistic principles are, of course, not at all a privilege of Western history. They can be found and strengthened in many other traditions as well (Meinert and Zoellner, 2009; Huang, 2010; Meinert, 2010; Longxi, 2010; Reichmuth, Rüsen and Sarhan, 2010).

Vis-à-vis this historical fact the question has to be raised: What keeps and brings theses different traditions together without dissolving their diversity? The answer to this question is one of the most urgent issues of the humanities and social sciences of today.

I would like to propose a twofold strategy: (a) by a decomposition of the Western paradigm into single elements, which can found everywhere – in different culture-specific constellations; (b) by a conceptual frame of integrating this variety of humanistic approaches to practical life. Such a concept would not dissolve the variety of cultural manifestations of these approaches in favor of one single universal idea, instead it would keep them up by their integration. For this purpose we need a new philosophy of history which opens space for historical pluralism and addresses the unity of humankind at the same time. 

(a) The following basic elements of a humanistic worldview should be taken as necessary contributions to an interculturally valid idea of coming to terms with the demand of synthesizing the unity of humankind and the variety of its cultural manifestations in the realm of historical experience:

· an outstanding position of the human being as a source for cultural orientation; this includes the idea of an essential dignity of every human being; 

· an equality of every human being in respect to his or her essential dignity;

· a fundamental reference to the term of otherness in understanding the human existence and the conceptualization of the human self;

· a clear distinction between the individual and the social community, within which he or she pursues his or her life;

· a relationship of the human being to an exuberant dimension of life, understood as a point of reference beyond the pregiven circumstances and conditions of practical life; 

· a recognition of the changeability of human life-forms as a chance for establishing humane life conditions;

· an emphasis on education dedicated to the idea of moral responsibility and an ability to pursue one's own life according to universal values.

(b) The variety of life forms in time and space can be historically brought into an order, which emphasizes this unity and difference at the same time. The basis of such an order are anthropological universals. They are the roots for humanism in the cultural nature of humankind, and they form a frame for temporal change and regional indifference.

I would like to outline this cultural anthropology of humanism in the following way: 

In all cultures at all times and places in the world human life is morally regulated by a clear distinction between good and evil and related principles of human conduct. The ability for such a distinction and its application to human agency presupposes a certain idea of what it means to be a human being: humans are defined as persons; they are individuals with a physical and psychic continuity. As such they are responsible for what they do or fail to do - at least on the level of everyday life. This responsibility furnishes every human being with the quality of dignity (as we would express it in our modern language). This ʻdignityʼ demands respect and recognition in all social contexts of life. 

This idea of a substantial moral quality of every human being is based on another anthropologically universal quality of humans, namely the ability to change oneʼs own perspective of perception and interpretation by taking over the perspectives of others. The humanistic idea or of ʻdignityʼ of man is anthropologically rooted in the human ability of making decisions in the tension between good and evil and in the ability for empathy. This anthropological quality demands forms of human cooperation, which, across all cultural differences, are important for the social organization of human life. 

Out of these roots grows the tree of human culture with its numerous branches and leaves. Therefore the cultural anthropology of humanism needs a historical addition and complement so that it may be possible to identify humanism in the main trends of universal history Thus humankind may finally become the face of history. The philosophical outline of such a universal history is very abstract, but I think it is necessary for being open for the richness of historical experience and at the same time for the purpose of giving this richness an encompassing meaning.

Universal history can be philosophically conceptualized as a process of humanizing humankind. This process is evident and can easily be made plausible in respect to historical experience by a threefold periodization.

The first period is that of archaic societies. They are the oldest ones. In the framework of a humanistic philosophy of history they can be generally characterized by their cultural definition of what a human being is, namely: only the people of one's own community own this quality. The people living beyond one's own sphere of life are not perceived as humans; they are lacking essential elements of one's own humanity.

The second period is that of axial- time societies. The term ʻaxial timeʼ implies a fundamental change in human worldview.
 It goes along with changes in the other dimensions of human life as well, of course. Taking all these developments together one can speak of the new life form of so-called ʻadvanced civilizationsʼ. They came about at different times in different places (but roughly between 600 BC and 600 AC). As life forms they share essential elements, qualities and factors, which define their epoch-making historical novelty. For the purpose of my argumentation the most important quality in this change is the universalization of the idea of humankind. Now not only one's own people are humans with their special abilities, but (principally) all the other members of the human race are endowed with this quality as well.

The evolutionary step of axial times brought about an increase in transcendence and in subjectivity. Both together give humanity a new cultural shape. From the perspective of humanism this shape indicates an increase in humanity. The moral quality of being a human becomes humanized. A very speaking example for this axial time humanism is Confucianism and its moral principle of ʻrenʼ (benevolence) (Huang, 2010; Meinert, 2010). Morality bears its own universalism, expressed by the ʻgolden ruleʼ. In both respects humanity broke the constraints of ethnicity.
 This is expressed in central statements of the different axial time religions (we call them ʻworld religionsʼ to characterize their new universalistic approach). In the Christian relationship between the single individual and God all differences among men vanish;
 and it is possible to say that the killing of one single human being tackles humankind in general.
 

The third period is that of modernization and globalization. The step to modernity took place all over the world. It was taken under the strong influence of Western culture, but above this it was more and differently practiced than only a process of Westernization. To describe it one should follow the proposal of Shmuel Eisenstadt (2000) – one of the most prominent representatives of axial time theory – and speak of “multiple modernitiesˮ instead of one single unifying modernity (Sachsenmaier and Riedel, 2002). This can be done on the level of philosophy of history since the change to this epoch is a change in the logic of the already achieved (multiple) universalisms in understanding humanity. I think that we can identify a lot of factual and theoretical evidence of the specific character of modernity as a shift from exclusive to inclusive universalisms in understanding humankind.

An established and encompassing paradigm of this inclusive humanism is not yet in view. But single elements of it can already be identified. A universalistic dimension of understanding humankind has already been established in the previous epoch of axial times I can’t see any reasons for giving it up in favour of any kind of relativism. (Relativism may be useful to criticize dogmatic universalisms, but vis-à-vis the globalization process; it would be an intellectual hands-up in the clash of civilizations. Yielding to it would forsake the efforts of solving intercultural tensions to the power game of politics.)

But what about the problematic inclusive character of this universalism? How can its historically pregiven logic of exclusion be changed into a completely contrary one? We can find signs and examples of a historical process of establishing inclusive universalisms in conceptualizing and understanding humanity. To my mind one of the strongest indications for this is modern Western humanism and the growing interest in its achievements. Though this humanism has its shortcomings, which I have listed up above, its strong merits can't be overlooked: it has brought about ideas of inclusiveness, which could be interculturally accepted.
 But this would only mark a beginning of the common way with all the limits and failures we now know about. It is a question of intercultural communication today whether these failures and shortcomings can be overcome and how an inclusive idea of humanity can profit from non-Western traditions and their applications to the problems of cultural orientation all people of today do share.
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