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INTERCULTURALITY AT STAKE

ANNE LAVANCHY , ANAHY GAJARDO
AND FRED DERVIN*

In the contemporary public sphere, a plethora wh$e—multicultural,
intercultural, transcultural—are put forth to deéiser explain, resolve or
minimise the social and political problems seenraisnsic to contacts
between people and/or groups from “different casiir Among them, the
word ‘intercultural’ has particularly widespreadcsass and is often
viewed as a field of study or a management ta8teengthened by its
political discursive field, and anchored in the myday vocabulary of
several disciplines and research areas (educatiomnunication, psychology,
linguistics, philosophy, sociology, etc.), as walin professional practice
(education, health, social work, communication, ihess, marketing,
management, etc.), it fluctuates between severalnings and levels of
understanding that overlap, contradict and compigneach other—and
sometimes exclude one another. At the junctionnmWdedge and politics
(Ruby, 2008: 1), the ‘intercultural’ is a type afifameleon”, adapting to
various fields of application and conveying, at arel the same time,
different and sometimes incompatible notions aratiices, save for the
fact that all of them invoke the notion of cultumed draw attention to
what happens when encounters between people ta&e.pl

Even when it is considereal priori positively, the ‘intercultural’ has
long been questioned in the social sciences andahities (Loyrette,
1984; Abdallah-Pretceille, 1985a and b, 1999, 2@8nilleri, 1990; Rey,
1994; Sarangi, 1994). The production of criticalrkeohas increased in
past years, without necessarily bringing much tfaié the term, and it
seems that their influence has not spread beyoridnited circle of
researchers who are already convinced of the ngcedgjuestioning the
notion (see e.g. Dasen & Perregaux, 2000; Lorc2@i@2, 2003; Demorgon,

! The editors have contributed equally to the wgitif this introduction and the
editing of the book. This volume has a companion HRrench entitled
“Anthropologies de I'interculturalité(Paris, L'Harmattan, 2011).
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2005; Blanchet & Coste, 2010; Carignan et al., 2010 he juxtaposition
of the term’s many manifestations, its polysemy antbiguities as well as
the vagueness of its interpretation leads us tit et the ‘intercultural’
is anthropologically Bon a pensér just as isculture (Augé, 1988;
Clifford, 1992), the “root” word to which it remasninextricably linked.
From this perspective, analysis of the multiplecdisive and social
practices that invoke the ‘intercultural’ in diféat fields should reveal the
fundamental and contradictory aspects of our @iatiip with diversity.

Without claiming to address all of the politicabcgal and scientific
fields using the word, this chapter, along with ttentributions to this
volume, aims to question certain practices defiaedntercultural while
revealing the term’s boundaries, tensions and adidiions; to analyse
some social processes, discursive methods and’gqatactices encompassed
by this common terminological field; and, finalljop propose ways to
renew its signification and the ways to research it

Our common approach here is an extension of anceraounter
between the reflections we have already made ifde,wnultidisciplinary
range of subjects—in linguistics, didactics andigogy (Dervin, 2010,
2011; Barbot & Dervin, 2010), education, psycholagd anthropology
(Gajardo & Leanza, forthcoming), anthropology (Lashy & Gajardo,
2008; Gajardo, 2009; Lavanchy, 2011) and gendedietu(Lavanchy,
2009). We want thidPolitics of interculturalityto be many-sided, to
transcend the boundaries separating disciplineoriaer to integrate
different perspectives (van Leeuwen, 2005) and@ke Bs a starting point
the analysis of those multifaceted, shifting andmplex processes
described as intercultural. In the wake of van lves (ibid.), we consider
that this common problematic makes the intercultanaobject that sparks
serious reflection from different points of view darfrom various
methodological standpoints. Taking this as a stgrpoint, our approach
was to unite authors around their analyses ofititercultural’. Aimed at
researchers from various disciplines, our work isplea for serious
analysis of the ‘intercultural’ as an object ofleetion, for consideration
of its uses, its instrumentalisations, i&s priori meanings and the
representations of the social world that it convéyghis respect, we hope
that it will also serve as a reference work fordstuts and beginning
researchers.

The Emergence and Interpretation of a Plurivocal Tem

Two questions arise immediately when clarifying whend how the
‘intercultural’ is invoked. The first question inles the emergence of the
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term: where does it come from? How, when and intwdoatext(s) did it
appear? The second question concerns its contounsdifferent is it from
other, similar terms such as “multicultural”, “tsmultural”, “pluricultural™?
Is it even relevant to distinguish these terms fimrme another? We would
like to explore these two questions not to providénal answer, but to
suggest what makes it a shifting, indeterminatenelg, and to pinpoint

the obstacles that arise when one seeks to chasadite

A Multifaceted Genesis

Retracing the history of the fields of researchlechlintercultural’
proves no easy task, as the term seems to haveboeerand reinvented
on more than one occasion. The ‘intercultural’ lésays been at the
crossroads of political and analytical agendasprofects both scientific
and political (in both the narrow and the broadsseof the word) (Dasen,
2000). Present in the vocabulary of the socialregs, the ‘intercultural’
characterises several research currents and igssddt in fields such as
“cross-cultural communication”, “intercultural edimn” or “cross-
cultural psychology”. Several researchers havel ttee describe the term
by categorising related scientific approaches: AlbaPretceille (1985b),
Dasen (1995; 2000) and Ogay (2001) in the fielddwcation; Berry & al.
(1997), Berry, Poortinga & al. (2002), GuerraouiT&oadec (2000) in
psychology; Dahl et al. (2007) in sociology and be(2010), Humphrey
(2007) and Piller (2011) in applied linguistics dadguage education.

In the field of Intercultural Communication, therés genesis can be
traced broadly by first referring to the work oétAmerican anthropologist
Edward T. Hall, who was commissioned by the U.Siegoment to train
diplomats after World War Il. His publicationfhe Silent Language
(1959) andThe Hidden Dimensio(1966) defined him as the “father” of
intercultural communication in the United Statesl aisewhere (Ogay,
2001; Rogers et al., 2002). The term was then regpijated within the
European sociopolitical context in the 1970s thfodube work of the
Council of Europe. During that decade, it took raotthe field of
education, a key domain for application that remgnedominant today
for most of the contexts where it is used. Here ‘ititercultural’ is closely
associated with migration management, then defimdgLiropean countries
both as a challenge of the modern world shapedédupldnisation and
independence, and as a problematic issue. The enwgof new
definitions of otherness, designated as potengihicles of social problems,
prompted measures to channel them and to neutthissupposed danger
that they embodied. This concern explains why ¢nmtintercultural finds
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particularly wide application in the area of edimat developing special
curricula for the children of these migrants or [@dwy existing ones is
meant to promote their integration, and, by examsthat of their parents.

But this version of the emergence of the term, BKehistories, does
not only consist of historical facts. Notably, iglects previous uses of
the term. Thus, in her diachronic work on the mfienobility in language
teacher training in Germany, Ehrenreich (2008) shtwaw providing a
so-called intercultural education has been a cahgtadeavour since the
19" century, confirming the central role that educatimlds as a field of
applicationpar excellencéor all that is intercultural.

Tracing the history and emergence of the term besoeven more
complex when one moves beyond Europe and the USMitatés. During
their nation building processes, all of the Latiméyican countries were
confronted with the question of what to do withgbaavho had long been
called “Indians”. This part of the history of thermn ‘intercultural’ takes us
to the 1940s, when, under the banner of nativisminLAmerican nation-
states launched campaigns aimed at turning alhefrésidents of their
national territories into identical and homogeneoitizens (Favre, 1996;
Hale, 1997). In this context, the identification & internal otherness
determined the conditions under which the term geeiand continues to
shape a significant aspect of the use of the inteeral, interculturalidad,
as a political and analytical venture.

The goal of outlining these different geneses isto@etermine which
might be the “true one” but to draw attention te tlact that multiple
levels, both political and scientific, persist hretdifferent uses of the term
intercultural. The border between these fields it respective agendas
should be considered a space at times eminentlgupprat other times
impermeable. Therefore, the exercise of tidyingand systematising that
we propose in this work does not aim to defini@lyline these fields or to
place them in conflict with one another, but tohtight the political and
epistemological stakes at hand.

A Profusion of Prefixes

The second question that immediately arises whensfag on the
‘intercultural’ addresses its contours. As mentthnéhe term shares
borders with other related terms such as “multicalt’ or “transcultural”.
Even if all of them refer to the same root notioulture, their respective
boundaries are not always clearly defined, deggisearchers’ efforts to
delineate them.

Depending on the sociopolitical and historical estone word or the
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other has been favoured to describe encountersigett as complex,
multifaceted or problematic. And so terms have rikhed: intercultural,
interculturel or interculturalidadin several European and Latin American
countries, the wordsnultikulti / monikulttuurisuusin Germany and
Finland and multiculturalism in some “Anglo-Saxonbuntries and at
times in former colonies (Schneiderman, 2009). Tesaesis of these
prefixes illustrates a shrewd and efficient tadimsed on the need to
escape the reproach of culturalism, essentialisthreification, as well as
to keep pace with new methodological approachesr@@no, 2003: xiv).
But instead of making the terminology clearer, tiee of these many
composites in research circles has resulted inustori and turmoil, has
led to communication difficulties among researcharsl created the
illusion that these different terms actually evatiéferent realities. To
make it clear: we hold that these variations onrth@ notion of culture
are the products of various ideological and pdlitiagendas, some of
which converge under different terms, while othativerge. Their
differences or similarities do not express factsriflect various views on
diversity and varying definitions of otherness. fidiere, all of these terms
invoke perceptions of social reality, together wvilie ideologies and the
priori perceptions that underlie them, but do not canstitlescriptions of
the social realities themselves. Moreover, debalesit the merits of one
of these words to the detriment of the others tendvershadow the fact
that all of them invoke the same basic assumptioet, is, that different
cultures exist. Encounters between them are themetiately qualified as
problematic—or unnatural at the very least—as ceffuare seen as
corresponding to distinct geographical spaces. dttention paid to the
differences between these terms obscures the lattthey convey a
similar perspective on the world, on human societind on the way they
are supposed to function.

The prefixinter- points to the idea that cultures are separated e
another, but available to be linked by messengatsycultural’ translators
and facilitators such as professional mediators, dgample, whose
function it would be to bridge or connect separdeettls. The way these
messengers and their competences are represepieaddenot only on the
comprehension of the notion of culture but alsotl way the cultures,
and the persons supposed to bear them, are codceive

The multiple versions of the emergence and intéafiom of the term
‘intercultural’ thus inform the representations tbk social realities that
each of them convey. Their common ground is theositipn between
“them” and “us”, pointing to one or several typdtherness as a given, a
matter of fact, and not as the result of multifadebthering processes.
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Secondly, most of them unquestioningly presume ithet necessary to
identify the political instruments that resolve ¢$bo problems that
supposedly arise intrinsically whenever “they” afwk” coexist in the
same space. This preoccupation with “the otheratgs the inteultural
at that point where research, normativity and acfitersect. Othering
processes that underlie any use of the term ‘inten@l’ rely on complex
mechanisms of social categorisation. Studying thesezhanisms and
clearing up the vagueness that surrounds the dsthe avord is thus all
the more crucial because its levels of interpretagind the multiplicity of
its fields’ application are shifting, fluid and gieess.

The Politics of Otherness

For analytical purposes, it is useful to distinguibetween two
categories that can both be described as political.

The first category includes the different politigadlicies presented as
intercultural. What representations of an idealietycdo they convey?
Which social and political purposes do they aim\@t®en answering these
questions, it is necessary to make explicit diffieréefinitions of a
harmonious society and the place that notions wiesess, otherness and
cohesion occupy within them.

The second category includes the politics of théeficultural’, taking
into consideration the “hidden agendas” that unelethese political
intentions. Here, the focal points are the impligipresentations used in
order to legitimise the discourses validating thesecalled intercultural
policies, the way they map and trace others, tHimitens of the social
tensions that they claim to resolve and the way gt@pe social ruptures
(Bacchi, 1999; Cefai, 1996).

As we have pointed out, the emergence of the tataural’, both as a
term and a field of action, has always taken placgpecific political and
historical contexts. Clarifying the conditions irhieh the term emerged
shows the importance of othering processes indalerral policies, and
also underlies the relativity of the “othernessattithey mobilise as a
category. The ‘intercultural’ can function as aglwanentative resource to
point out the need to “manage migratory flows” aed up policies that
aim at theacculturation assimilationand/orintegrationof people defined
asforeign to the national territory. Other uses refeririternal or native
types of otherness, conveying meanings of strarsye@d alien-ness
(Ahmed 2000)—as in Latin America, for example. Rartexamples add
nuances to the heuristic distinction between ezlerand internal
otherness, insofar as these two categories migitistoas recipients of
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intercultural policies, as is the case in Finlandhere intercultural
programmes are also aimed at Saami minorities r(ddfias internal
minorities) and at Roma people (perceived as migrafforeign origin)
at the same time.

The presence of one unique telintercultural, to capture all of these
different conceptualisations leads one to thinkt e word might be
univocal, and its political stakes similar in atintexts. However, this is
not the case. Integrating or assimilating migrastaot part of the same
national and societal project as creating a natticoaiety that offers
similar opportunities to all of its citizens. It wial be interesting to see
research focusing explicitly on these two typespoficies in order to
understand their similarities and differences—aittiee supporting the
distinction between them or dismantling the needfte.

But the ‘intercultural’ also has its own hidden ada, framing the
second level of its political dimension. Whetheteewal and/or internal,
otherness stems from social constructions thafctinjee “intercultural
model” into asymmetrical social relations (AbdalRretceille, 1986;
Gajardo, 2007; Holliday, 2010). This raises the stjo@ about which
stakes are associated with the “power to name” thedproduction of
knowledge (Horwitz, 1993; Poutignat & Streiff-Feal995; Briggs,
1996): who designates the actors involved in ‘ici#ural’ encounters?
According to which criteria and with which intentis? These questions
lead us to examine the policies underlying so-daliatercultural
programmes, the depictions they both take inspinatfrom and
duplicate—in short, thkegitimizing toolshey mobilise.

Described as an encounter with “others” (or a aerkind of other),
the ‘intercultural’ explicitly or implicitly reduce the other to this single
element—the “cultural™—while minimising or erasirgparacteristics of
the social identities of the interlocutors, suctgaader, age, personal life
trajectories and other elements that can makehalldifference—or their
commonality. Thus, designating certain situations ‘@atercultural’
supposes positioning oneself as an implicit, nonmaigent.

This process of simplification and reduction iskétig with respect to
indigenousness in Latin American countries: mosthafir intercultural
policies are aimecdat the native or the indigenous as “others”, and
originate from the elite as symbolic, economic or political pkoef
normalcy (Gajardo et al., 2008), giving timterculturalidad the function
of a political tool. Such practices reflect theustures of theses societies
reinforcing the distinction between, on the onedharoups described as
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“white” or “mestizo¥’, and, on the other hand, groups defined as
descendants and heirs of the pre-Colombian popuktwhose presence
dates back to before the arrival of Spanish anduBoese. Generally
considered as “the last bearers of an almost exthgd culture”, as
remains of an exotic past, “indigenous” people pue in the awkward
position of having to struggle constantly againsspectres of
inauthenticity” (Jolly, 1992). Their difference ilsdeed recognised, but in
a way that embeds them in contradictory constraassthis is a highly
normed “difference” codified through legislative arimels (Schulte
Tenckhoff, 1997; Gajardo, 2009). Heirs to percemgtiof the nation as a
hegemonic space, following the revolutionary idefl‘'one people, one
territory, one language”, intercultural policiesntbute to confining
natives to a different space and time that is adn@yt of sync with those,
unnamed, associated with dominant society (Lavagct®ajardo, 2008).

Intercultural policies implemented in the contekttte externalother,
such as those in European countries, do not aheidjtiestion of power
relations or the stakes that underlie strategielaloélling and defining.
Even if it is not made clear right away, not every®f foreign nationality
is labelled in a same way: there are subtle catemimns of their “degrees
of difference” that define their degree of foreigea and sameness, which
also reflect the perceived necessity of “integratiand the judgments that
accompany this. A “well integrated” person is ongovwhas become “like
us"—and thus, implicitly, will never becomes (for recent critical work
on the concepts of integration and acculturatidn,Bhatia, 2007). In
countries such as France, Italy or Switzerland pieeived need for and
the implementation of specific policies is a funatiof subjective othering
narratives, whatever the value accorded to theerdiffce: a menace for
national values and national security for advocé#t®s the conservative
Right and for xenophobes, a vector of “culturaltiehment for parties on
the Left.

Culturalisation as an Othering Process

In the wake of reflection on the notion of cultimethe social sciences,
notably in the work of Abdallah-Pretceille (198@aumann (1998),
Bhabha (1994), Cuche (2010) and Wikan (2002), iwvdsth tracing the
critical literature focused on the term “cultured, term to which the
‘intercultural’ is etymologically and epistemologity linked. Various

2 With the exception of Bolivia, which, since the @len of Evo Morales as
president of the country, is a particular caséis tespect.
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disciplines exploring the intercultural have ended rejecting solid and
unmoving descriptions of cultures as disembodiedities, existing
unaffected by any changes or the positioning ofata@xtors. Supported
by recognition of what Clifford, Marcus and Fisclealled the “crisis of
representation” (Clifford & Marcus, 1986; MarcusRscher, 1986), this
rejection has been conveyed various ways, but géperigid and
essentialist views of culture (Philips, 2007) oridéntity are called into
qguestion in work focusing on the ‘intercultural’né yet, the idea that
cultures “exist” endures. What lies behind thistesteent, apparently so
banal? What are the representations underlyinthéty stakes and their
consequences?

Affirming the existenceof different cultures generally functions as a
postulate that cultures might “naturally” form det entities, without
regard to any cognitive or social action. This prettbn of difference rests
upon some elements that appear to be self-evideof pf the existence
of different cultures, and make these “culturalUbdaries visible. These
include language ways of dressing, body markings, nationality and
religion. Cultural territories are supposedly miifuaexclusive and
homogeneous, delineated by borders that make thpeaaas recognisable
and measurable physical and geographic spacesddfirang factor of
this process of territorialisation (Gupta & Fergnsd992) is that it is
based on a perception of geographic allocationlainhd the geopolitical
one that dominates distinctions between natiomdtaees.

The territorialisation of cultures has two direonsequences on those
individuals who areculturalised. Firstly, assigning a culture to a given,
known and recognised territory contributes to boddup the legitimacy
of these social actors. As a result, the connedbietwveen territory and
culture risks being instrumentalised to delegitenihose who do not
occupy the space that is said “naturally” to cqoesl to them. As an
example, the “traditional territory” of the Mapugha native people of
Chile, is said to extend over four administratiegions south of the Bio
Bio River. However, more than 60% of the peopleniifigng as
Mapuche, and officially and socially recognisedsash, live around 520
km north of Bio Bio, in Santiago, the capital ofil€Lavanchy, 2009).
The fact that they do not live on “ancestral” ldras consequences for the
political demands and identity claims of those Mz qualified as
urbarf, who struggle to be recognised as legitimate—ataate that other

% For a critical study of the role of the “mothemgmie” and dress in othering
processes, see e.g. Lavanchy, 2009.

4 Adding a qualifier highlights the fact that thesadiche do not quite match the
ideal embodied in the ethnonym.
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native peoples not living in a rural context alaod (Gagné, 2009). In this
context, the territorialisation of culture funct®ras a barometer that
enables native legitimacy and strengthens clairas ttiey make on their
national societies, but it also contributes to éxelusion of those who
possess potentially effective strategic and palitknowledge (urban or
cosmopolitan natives) from the social category adthentic” indigenous
(La Pefia, 2005: 729).

Secondly, this territorialised view of culture flions as a way to
evaluate the supposed distance or proximity between cultures, or,
conversely, between two persons seen as repregdalitiarent cultures. It
therefore keeps alive the illusion of cultures’ coemsurability: in general,
people are defined as “remote” in relation to tmgitionality, which links
them to a geographically more or less distant aguttowever, cultural
distance and proximity are not always isomorphithvgeographic scale:
they may also be evaluated by invoking other geatéhan the relative
positions of the countries on the map. Thus, titeraon of religion plays
a central role in differentiating people in Europi@s is expressed in the
idea that Muslims, and even those that are citizenscome from
geographically close countries, can be definedmasré different” than
migrants from, for example, Latin America, who aaesumed to be
Catholic. The criteria chosen to describe proxinaihd distance, variable
depending on the historical and sociopolitical eahtcreate geography
of cultural differencethat only partially overlaps with representatiafs
distance in kilometres. These processes of linkrgulture to a territory
thus contribute to the idea that cultural differem@re tangible and real
givens that exist in absolute terms and outsidengfcognitive system.

Culture and its Avatars in Research

It is easy to confuse the existence of cultures Wit existence of the
concrete consequences of “culturalisation” of athérhis is why it is
important to stay alert, to clarify the terms we iis our research and the
meanings they have, and to distinguish their eafille or descriptive
reach, particularly by specifying who is using teem in which context
(Abdallah-Pretceille, 1985b). Avoiding resorting tbe term “culture”
does not guarantee anti-deterministic and antirtisdist explanations—
interpretive pitfalls for researchers in the sodalences and humanities.
Like Fassin & Fassin (2009 [2006]), who show howism can exist
without “race”, we can argue that culturalism, ahd deterministic and
essentialist representations that accompany it esaparately from any
explicit use of the notion of culture. They arishemever a limited set of
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differences are defined in context as being morammgful and thus more
effective than any others, and when they are nidarh reified and

radicalised (Fassin, 2009 [2006]: 40; cf. also @&iJr2001). They operate
through reductionism because they favour the “caltiexplanation at the
expense of other levels of analysis and note iotienas in a mono-causal
way. In research, such undertakings have resuttédultural grammars”

(Abdallah-Pretceille, 1985b) whose aim is to avibid misunderstandings
arising from “bad” communication and to thus enssgraooth social

interactions.

Defined in this way, culturalist tendencies caroadiide behind other
terms and be conveyed through other semantic ftakis that of culture—
the most common may be race, group and commuinitgnglish, and
ethnié, identité (or “identité collectivd) and communautéor “communauté
religieusé) in French. These avatars serve as smoke scredfesgah,
1987) conveying implicitly culturalist explanations

Certain constructivist views, having replaced opemulturalist
theories, are nonetheless as problematic as tter lahen they position
individuals as free of all influences and capable choosing their
identifications—this is precisely what “soft” postaern relativism does.
Others, wishing to avoid cultural determinism, assieat all individuals
are multifaceted in their identities and belongirgs end up reducing this
to two or three ethnic, linguistic, geographic (fBAtst), religious, etc.
spheres (cf. Dervin, 2010). Even if these inteqiifens seem to have
moved away from pure culturalism, they move back &main in positing
that cultures “naturally” occupy discontinuous sgmcand that belonging
to one or the other of these spaces can explaimviir. Cultural
belongings continue to be understood as mutualttusive, generating
different or even incompatible behaviours.

Renewing the Field of Interculturality?

What can be made of interculturality beyond th&aai picture that we
have just sketched? Since we posit that the tesardes reflection, how
can we renew questioning of its scope and effedat can help us
escape these dead ends? We propose to follow altvpath to answer
these questions. On the one hand, we take up astesmlogical
proposition that distinguishes the ‘interculturddm interculturality; on

5See the work of Amit & Rapport (2002) on this topic
5 For critical reflections about ethnicity, see, iarticular, the classic work of
M’'Bokolo and Amselle (1999) as well as Bhabha's9Qp
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the other hand, we deepen the methodological ieptins underlying the
critical points we have raised.

From the ‘Intercultural’ to Interculturality

In politics as in research, the ‘intercultural’ amderculturality are
routinely used as synonyms. Nevertheless, it isttwéocusing on the
relationship that connects the two terms in orderetveal not only how
they overlap, but also the spaces unique to eatiteat.

First of all, we note that their status differs.eTédjective ‘intercultural’
is generally used to qualify relations such asehdsscribed above, that is,
based on the idea of an encounter with otherneasneeeting of different
cultures, themselves considered islands or disgmtities with clearly
defined borders. By contrast, inspired by AbdaRaktceille’s suggestion
concerning the use of the teraulturality instead ofculture (1985b),
interculturality might allow us to underline theopessual dimension of
their encounters. We thus address encounters betwealtifaceted
individuals in relation to historicity, intersubgadty and interactional
context.

This view of interculturality connects with whatsearchers focusing
on the ‘intercultural’, such as Holliday in Englardynés and Illiman in
Finland, Jack in Australia or Abdallah-Pretceille France have been
proposing since the beginning of the 2000s. A Igpget of the ideas
proposed here are not exclusive to research omcuiterality, as they
dovetail with many points raised by disciplines @iserse as social
dialogical psychology (Gillespie, 2006), compreheas sociology
(Wimmer, 2005), linguistic discourse analysis (KatkOrecchioni, 2009)
or critical race studies (Gunaratnam, 2003).

It is not a given that the framework of reflection interculturality we
propose here will resonate in political circlesteafall, it does not meet
their expectations. Considerations of the dynarimtedsions of identities,
cultures and belonging struggle to find an audieasebroad as that of
other, more simplistic and reductive interpretaditimat give the illusion of
providing anad hoc user’s guide to social problems. However, for
research in the social sciences, it at least hasntarit of providing a
safeguard against the instrumentalisation of aentaitions by revealing
how certain social realities are interpreted asiasgeroblems (Cefai,
1996). As we understand it, research is based @mabessity to examine
the premises of these supposed problems and expiye to define them
before offering answers.

Of course we are aware that despite our warnifgs,tivo terms,
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intercultural and interculturality, risk continuing be used as synonyms.
The presence of the same root notion, culturectmusion between the
widespread use of the term and the difficulty irprahending it as a
dynamic process makes clarification a challengeotier possibility for
working against the term’s instrumentalisation vabbk to participate in
dialogue and discussion between different actorgoled in the
intercultural field, particularly public policy regsentatives, NGOs, social
educators and academics, communication speciaksts, Even if the
impact of such exchanges remains limited (Boswz€9), they are not
entirely useless.

Methodological Issues

In addition to the difficulties related to bringimtifferent actors in the
intercultural field into dialogue (and the needdtnso), research that aims
at renewing the intercultural and proposing int#teality entails
particular methodological challenges.

Even though he does not specifically address rekean the
‘intercultural’ (he does not use the term), the hampologist Bensa
formulates a number of propositions that could benterest to those
working on interculturality (2006; 2010; cf. alsemsa & Fassin, 2008).
One of the basic principles of his anthropology g®ohuman scale” (ibid.)
is to “free oneself from the absurd idea that acteme full and complete
participants in their own world without examininigetr confusion, their
qguestioning, their relative distance from what thiye” (see also
Gunaratnam, 2003). These dynamics of identity caednveyed through
the notion of articulation dear to Clifford (20019ho uses it to show the
pointlessness of critical work that pigsic deconstructions againsmic
perceptions constructed as certainties. Thus, #mordstruction of the
‘intercultural’, and, based on this, of the notiofnculture that we indulge
in, does not correspond solely to a purely analjtischolarly vision;
rather, it should be a reflection on its socials)sehich are circumstantial,
contextualised and historicised.

These thoughts lead us to consider more closelyyties of questions
we need to formulate in order to study interculityaThey underline the
importance of drawing our attention not to rulgésjctures or explanations
but to exceptions, instabilities and misappropoiadi (Abdallah-Pretceille,
1986). By integrating the processes and stratagfistabilisation, as well
as their consequences in terms of flaws (e.g. eftity), instances of
cultural, religious or ethnic solidification andlésure” take on another
dimension. Far from forming (and informing about) hgpothetical,
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exclusive and absolute truth, they begin to rewdadt makes up the basis
of social and interpersonal interactions: movemehgnge, unstable co-
construction, renewed again and again, with theadifircations and
articulations.

Processes thus become the focal point of reseavhith in turn
immediately allows for integration of the idea thatis impossible to
exhaust results and interpretations. Related ts, tBensa (2010: 63)
examines the way questions are asked, arguingttisatot the same thing
to enquire about the rules of marriage as to aktter about howhe
married his daughter last year. With the second question theise “a
large number of circumstantial considerations gwahmon a number of
actors and factors to the social scene (politigatedigious authorities,
attractiveness of the potential spouses, claniéstoetc.) so that ‘parental
logic’ alone inevitably gets sidelined”. The mulépways individuals
construct social relations and meanings cannotcedhem to mere
“representatives” of a given culture. The interlmea in the spotlight in
our research are full-fledged agents who may makesaous and
considered choices, and not culturalised objeqipasedly controlled by
their cultural identities. This, however, does pavent us from noting the
presence and the force of unequal social relatinsesdo not assert that
they are completely free in making these choices réther that margins
for manoeuvre exist and that they are utilised boteveryday life and
when special events take place (rites of passagehd.).

Putting the methodological focus on processesalilgifies, contextual
dynamics allows us to comprehend social life in itdl density and
complexity while integrating differentiated usesdi$cursive, economic,
political, social and other types of resourcessitams and discrepancies,
but also different forms of discourse such as irohymour, scorn,
playfulness, as well as silences and misundersigadiGlukman, 1963;
Gunaratnam, 2003). The goal is not to search foeven to find “the”
truth about these elements, but to examine the litiedaof their
constructions, of our co-constructions (the “hoaiid to which ends they
exist (the “why”). A number of arguments that arlsere have already
been highlighted by Abdallah-Pretceille (2003)he field of intercultural
education or Piller (2011) in applied linguistics.

One of the major challenges for research on intemality is
concentrating on the concept of discourse. As acepty discourse
responds to various situations of intersubjectieenmunication, where
language is put into action without ever beingimité state’ of knowledge
or opinion (Vignaux, 1988: 144), showing the varief meanings that its
expressions have (Vignaux & Fall, 1997: 305). Quesiioning highlights
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perceptions of a social world through discoursegantrast to a common
vision looking to track the “truth” in what peopday. The aim is to adopt
an opposite approach which examines contradictiand shifts in
discourse (Fassin 2009 [2006]): 33). By nature abist dynamic and
reflexive (Ribeiro, 2006: 50), discourse representspace where actions
or social practices are produced (Chilton, 2009: Bar those working on
interculturality, this means staying alert and djgesng the instabilities of
presented discourses and actions (Gillespie & Gbhr2009: 3). Methods
from linguistics are certainly useful for enrichingesearch on
interculturality and orienting it in this directigiDervin, 2011; Dervin &
Paveau, forthcoming; Kerbrat-Orecchioni, 2001; Ljn2009; Marnette,
2006; Paveau, 2009). The example of so-catlgresented discourse
(also known as direct or indirect speech, e.g.saig: “I love you” or “I
told her to go away”) is telling as it can allowsearchers to identify
strategic use of language and the manipulatiorvoices” to construct a
reality.

The attention paid to the concept of discourseddimed above should
not overshadow the importance of observation, itgpigcal dimension
and how complementary it can be in relation to legge practices. This is
one of the contributions of anthropology, whichoals connecting what
can be observed, what is said about it, and by whaking what is said
(and how it is said) and what is done seriouslyoeshBaumann’s (1998)
research on types of belonging in a “multiculturai&ighbourhood in
London: mobilising explanations that reference wneltis one response
(contesting culturesuited to a given context, but not the expressiba o
fixed, absolute and definitive identity or realitgynce again, observations
and their relation to, or their tensions with, distses and acts of language
do not aim to reveal a hypothetical truth by crosference, but to take
into consideration different means of expressindprimng and what
separates and/or bridges them.

These methodological considerations bring us bacthé importance
of carrying out analytical work, essential for dgng the circumstances
of the research in question. Every stage of rekealt work focusing on
the other is political and expresses power relatigpgs. The influence of
researchers themselves on their “data” is too yaratidressed in
intercultural research—Ilike elsewhere in many daomathat focus on
humans as social beings. Thus, in most of the esushid to centre on the
‘intercultural’, analysis focuses solely on the plkeobeing questioned,
exoticising them and excluding them from co-authigrs without
clarifying the positions and the attitude of thegarchers during both data
collection, analysis and interpretation of the hssu‘Data collection”,
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often imagined as a kind of picking similar to fhieking of mushrooms in
a forest (Bensa, 2010: 39), should instead be \deagea process of co-
construction and negotiation between social actord should always
reveal their respective positioning.

Finally, one of the essential aspects of intercality consists in
accepting that not everything can be explainedemahstrated and that
research brings up more questions and hypothearstttelivers concrete
and definitive answers. Accepting this premise vedloresearchers to
escape shaky analyses where research subjecteaenied as “robots” or
subjects lacking (inter-)subjectivity: “it is noingply the social aspect
dominated by rationalism, expressed through pslitind economics, but
another way of being together, where the imagintrg, dreamlike, the
playful occupy an essential space” (Maffesoli, 2000%).

Overview and Final Comments

The work of the authors published in this volumeesds the uses and
practices of the ‘intercultural’ in different fiedd Originating in distinct
disciplinary horizons, working in diverse fields r&fsearch, the authors all
answered a call for papers seeking to renew thicalriapproaches
surrounding the idea of interculturality. The lamgyember of submissions
received (more than 100) reflects the term’s reso@among researchers
in the social sciences and humanities; and thetlfettonly a few articles
met the specific expectations defined by the esglishiows the difficulty of
maintaining both a critical and a prospective vieimpon the issue.

This volume is composed of eight separately authockapters
arranged in three sections.

The first section discusses the interplay of inierality, politics and
power.Interculture as a Political Battlefield: the Casé ‘©ntermundia”
in Romeby Giusy Muzzopappa and Pierluigi Taffon examines the
political use of the ‘intercultural’ in the Italiacontext. Starting from an
event calledIntermundia which aims at fostering interculturality in
schools, in the heart of a so-called multicultutiatrict of Rome, the paper
demonstrates how local administrators stand offssnes of immigration
and multicultural Italy during the event, thus mshentalizing the theme
to celebrate or denigrate the “other”.

The second chaptdooks at the standardization and promotion of
literacy in the indigenous language of Kichwa inukdor. Michael
Wroblewski argues that the promotion of interculturality thgh
bilingual education is based on a national modai thearly “folklorizes”
Kichwa language and Kichwa speakers. Focusing evialad regions,



Politics of Interculturality 17

Wroblewski points to the social divisions and lirgdic transformations
that are hidden beneath such politics of intercality.

The second part of the volume deals with identibd aothering
processes. It opens with a chapter kharia Kromidas, Troubling
Tolerance and Essentialism: The Critical Cosmopoligm of New York
City Schoolchildren.The author is interested in the reproduction and
transformation of cultural difference by childrendiverse neighbourhoods
of New York City (USA). Based on ethnographic materthe study
examines formal and informal multicultural inteiiaat in this context.
Discourses around the highly essentializing Multimal Fair are analysed
alongside more informal contexts in which childrgrlayed with
multicultural language in creative ways, well begialtural determinism
and reductionism.

In the next chapter discourses of interculturalitye explored in
Mexico, where intercultural bilingual education &s central policy in
relation to indigenous peoplRocio FuentesandRafael Nietodelve into
its official definition in this context and compaiteto educational actors’
discourses (indigenous teachers and leaders, polioykers and
academics). The authors also demonstrate how aifispdorm of
interculturality reinforces cultural and linguistisoundaries in Mexico
instead of bridging the groups that compose theiddexsocial fabric.

The last chapter of this second part emphasisedntipertance of
interculturality in analysing international doctbraupervision in the UK.
Written by Leah Davcheva Michael Byram and Richard Fay, this
exploratory narrative presents an understandingtefculturality based
on the idea of an emergent space of meaning-makinging data
collection, two supervisors were asked to talk akibair experiences of
supervising international students. The authorsdotecurring topics in
the interviewees’ narratives, amongst others: stgppmver borders,
dividing lines, and thresholds; addressing diffeesn transforming
identities.

The third part of the book, Beyond the Nation-Statencludes the
volume. In Discourses of Globalisation in Approaches to Intgtral
Business CommunicatioKatrin Zotzman proposes a discourse analysis
of articles in the field of Intercultural Busine€ommunication. The
author assesses the nature of “globalisation” iticlas published in
Germany. Her conclusions show that the scholardudec popular
neoliberal perspectives of international economacpsses in their work,
disregarding sociological and political debates ubglobalization and
thus limiting the scope of interculturality.
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In a similar vein,Catherine Doherty andLi Mu contribute a chapter
on the International Baccalaureate Diploma (IBD)school curriculum
designed to produce “glocal” citizens. Taking dicai stance towards the
programme, the chapter examines how it is impleetenh Australian
schools by comparing official publications producéy the IBD
administration and enacted curricula. The authdgeas a discrepancy
between discourse and practice that reveals pexegsecontextualisation
at work in operationalising the IBD goals of “int@tional-mindedness”.

The last chapter contains an in-depth discussionlanfjuage-in-
education in three different countries (ltaly, Japand Columbia).
Anthony J. Liddicoat argues that language-in-education policies are
articulations of particular discourses which frathe ‘intercultural’ in
specific contexts. The data consist of documentate®@ to English
language education in Japan, language educatioimfoigrants in Italy
and indigenous language education in Colombia. icaht finds that
language-in-education policies in each context waosthe intercultural
within different frameworks.

The title of our introductioninterculturality at stakeas well as each
chapter that composes this volume, allow us toaktre diversity of the
fields of application, conceptions and practicesitamed in the term
‘intercultural’. They reveal the importance of gtiesing, clarifying and
analysing the plurivocity and success of its usesa@a anthropological
object of reflection and of shedding light on ouffetent conceptions of
what it means to “live together”, of our discoursesl practices aimed at
managing the encounter between those we consideelasging to “us”
and those we label as “others”. Definitions of wliatmeans to live
together harmoniously are never more than idealsflirctuate depending
on policies, thought patterns, contexts and timeods, not to mention
subjectivities; they are rarely universals andarcase absolutes.

Even if critical work on the ‘intercultural’ is n@ new phenomenon, it
is striking to note that criticism of the term istras widespread as the
word itself and does not hamper its success, péatiy in the fields of
public policy and socio-educative action. The nmualsiusible explanation
for this is that epistemological and political adas can never really
coincide: where research begins to reveal indisereips, cracks, breaks—
in short, to sketch and analyse social experieirteleir complexity—
politics often expects simplified and reductive agsions, capable of
producing user's manuals, road maps and toolkits f@anaging the
encounters between “cultures” which give the illusthat otherness can
be deciphered.
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However, as we have noted, academic uses of tha afethe
‘intercultural’ also cannot escape certain pitfaisethodological ones in
particular. Thus, despite asserted anti-culturgistpectives, we witness a
“return of the repressed” in which culture is prase implicitly or not as
a “solid” heritage, as a fact existing independewntl social interactions
and with objectified characteristics. In order foe ‘intercultural’ to be a
part of the hybrid, the segmentary and the hetereges (Abdallah-
Pretceille, 2010: 15), it must necessarily be usibed as process-based,
dynamic—become that which we call intercultityetas to account for
the complexity of social worlds that interest usrasearchers. In any
event, the doubly political nature of the interaudt field, its stakes in
terms of power relations, of othering processes eptesentation of
sameness always constitute discourse about onaselfabout an ideal
society.
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