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Executive Summary

Intercultural learning has become a key work anelauropean youth training during the last
fifteen years, and the work of the DYS has beerhligignfluential in this development.

Various publications and training courses have ettpd youth leaders and workers in
developing awareness of cultural issues and theardigs of cultural identities and in

developing competences for planning and implemgntouth activities with an intercultural

dimension.

Nevertheless, approaches that have been consdlidai® widely reproduced during this
period are nolonger adequate to the realities iithvijoung people live and practice youth
work. This discussion contends that widely-utilisegtions of culture, and the
methodologies that propagate them, are both anpallytiand politically inadequate. A
central emphasis on culture as a focus of educatiwh potential change runs the risk of
essentialising and freezing identities and hegesnagiideas of culture that are limited and
overly prescriptive. Similarly, dominant approachesntercultural learning may ignores the
intersection of cultural identities with ethnicityender, class and individuated factors, and
most seriously, may appear naive in relation to ghkticisation of culture in European
political debates. Indeed, there is growing cmticithat focusing on intercultural learning
contributes to the dilution of the political natuné youth work, particularly in a context
where anti-racism needs clear and unambiguous stuppo

This analysis builds on the evaluation of the Ldregm Training Course on Intercultural
Learning 2003-4. As this document will discussstbourse suggests a need for a critical
reappraisal of the blanket categangercultural learning,and perhaps even a significant
break with thedominant concepts and approaches that have beawstimitionalised and
routine. A key realisation of this course was fiihas vital to conduct a needs analysis with
regard to the kinds of socio-cultural issues yaathvists are working with, and how best
the DYS training service can respond to them.

In instigating a consideration of this shift, tldgscussion document builds on a broad-
ranging discussion of sociological and culturalotlyein relation to the LTTC and the wider
practice of intercultural learning in European yotraining. It is aimed at facilitating debate
rather than providing a fully coherent overviewtb&ories, practices and approaches. In
conclusion, it suggests issues and areas for fuésearch, training and policy agendas. The
recommendations included for discussion are urbtethe need to evaluate the relevance of
different approaches to intercultural learning, &g these approaches relate to such work
areas as citizenship, conflict transformation,-aatism, and inter-religious dialogue.



Introduction

How adequate is ‘intercultural learning’ to thelitgss of youth workers in Europe today? It
is the contention of this discussion document thahy prevalent theories, methodologies
and practices of intercultural learning are inaggguand that this inadequacy poses a range
of challenges for trainers and training. Of courd@s is, and should be, an entirely
predictable occurrence. Jean-Francois Richardjsirkéynote speech at the Europe, Youth
and Globalisation Event, drew attention to the widg gap betweemog years— the
intensified pace of techno-economic change — amstitutional time the relatively
decreasing speed at which large structures camiéest® visions and analyses of change and
translate them into policy-based practicéhis sense of increasing disjuncture is also felt
broadly at the level of research; as Arjun Appadoades in a discussion of research in an
era of globalisation, there is an “[...] inherent moral lag between processes...and our
efforts to contain them conceptualfy”.

If there is an inherent lag between processeshaiddonceptual mapping, it should come as
no surprise if a significant gap appears betweencitre assumptions and approaches of
educational work, and the new conceptual mappingrgimg from a constant struggle with
the complexities of social and cultural life. Thenaof this discussion document, then, is to
suggest that dominant approaches to intercultugalning have become irredeemably
weakened. They lag behind in terms of bodinceptuabndpolitical adequacy, and jar with
the ways in which young people are increasinglycaldting their experiences in DYS
activities. However, dominant approaches to intéucal learning are not just victims of the
tension between dog years and institutional tifmey tare also victims of their own ubiquity.
This document argues that many well-known approadioeintercultural learning may
actually consolidate counter-productive and redundsit perspectives, and in some cases,
compound the kinds of integralist, populist postibey explicitly aim to oppose.

This discussion contends that ‘culture talk’ in @uean youth work has become debilitating,
that culture as it is often discussed obscures ntbam it clarifies, and that trusted
approaches to intercultural learning promote sistiglianalyses and solutions for change
that are at odds with the fine-grained knowledgeynguth workers have of their context.
It argues that intercultural learning has becorsel&fulfilling prophecy in youth work with
little purchase in realities beyond the internagiotraining scene. This is not to deny the
value of many approaches or the obvious saliendgioking about and analysing cultural
processes. Discussing the world and people’s expegs through terms and concepts they
value, and facilitating educational approachesrmfx by years of expertise in cultural
education, remain important to informal Europeantiiowork. Nevertheless, intercultural
learning is weakened by its own overt success, targd over-extension and inflation is
responsible for the gap between what many are exmeng and the frameworks and
concepts intercultural education offers for engggiround that experience with others in an
educational process. Intercultural learning is ves&kli by a dependence on static ideas of
culture; by the ways in which it has colonised swkas as anti-racism and conflict
transformation; by the ways in which it has beepdliéicised; and by the ways it has come
to stand in for evidence-based analysis of yourgpleés environments and realities.

! Rischard, Jean-Francois (200#yh Noon: Twenty Global Problems, Twenty YearsoloeSThem
2 Appadurai, Arjun: Grassroots Globalization and fResearch Imagination, in Appadurai (ed.) (2003)
Globalization.



This document takes as its starting point the Ldegm Training Course on Intercultural
Learning 2003-4, and was initially conceived as alternative form of course
documentation. While the experience of working wittiercultural learning over the
duration of that course is central to this documehé arguments here are not wildly
generalised from this one experience. They arenthegis of ideas the LTTC team has
gathered in working with intercultural learning European-level youth work, and also
draws on accumulative discussions with many pranogts over time that suggest that a
fundamental reconsideration of intercultural leagnivould be of benefftNevertheless, it is
important to be clear that this text is not baseduy form of planned or structured research,
even if it draws deeply from the mass of evaluadon impressions collected by the team
during one year of intense analysis and plannibgdoes not claim to be a legitimate
evaluation of ‘intercultural learning’ in Europeayouth work. It is written with the
assumption that these debates about educationaeptsnand practice will look very
different from the vantage point of different pionhers, training experiences, priorities,
contexts and programmes, but that nevertheles® ttiebates need to take place within
something called the European training communityis [fundamentally an invitation to
reflect on these broad questions from where yowst@mding and practising.

This discussion sets out to link ongoing issuesoicio-cultural research with the experience
of one particular course. It is a conviction thaterlies this analysis that many courses and
seminars are developing responses to the holesapipetar during the application of well-
known methodologies and approaches, but that fuataneous innovation is not captured
and translated institutionally into wider discussiand resources. How do we capture what
different practitioners are undoubtedly doing tadr@ds the weaknesses of intercultural
learning in specific contexts? This document aimsake a contribution by relating issues
and discussions that were prevalent during thig particular Long Term Training Course
to wider considerations of the practice and impuar¢aof intercultural learning, and to move
from this dialogue to a set of questions and suggesfor wider conversation between the
research and policy arms of the institution, tragnprofessionals, and youth organisations.
We have become accustomed to the idea of triangulddetween policy, research and
training, while in practice finding that this is difficult practice both structurally and
discursively. This discussion document sets opaidially ‘square the triangle’ by relating a
particular training experience to questions raisgdecent research sanctioned by the DYS -
most notably the work collected iResituating Culture(2004) — and by attempting to
translate some of this reflection into questiorad ffolicy-making can engage with.

In this author’s experience of the DYS educatiafédr during the last ten years, the value
of its achievements and successes in consolidatidgnnovating intercultural education are
not in doubt. Intercultural learning has becomeesg Work area in European youth training
during the last fifteen years, and the work of DS has been highly influential in this

development. Various publications and numeroushitrgi courses have supported youth
leaders and workers in developing awareness afirallissues and the dynamics of cultural
identities, and in developing competences for glagprand implementing youth activities

with an intercultural dimension. Nevertheless, ¢henust come a moment where the
widespread relevance of the corpus of approachésyathodologies which have accrued

% Such discussions including considering this cowitke other trainers, discussions held at the EahPool
Consultative Meeting in January 2004, discussimgassumed relationship between intercultural legrand
conflict transformation at the relevant trainingicges in 2002 and 2003. Some of the conversatamslso be
related to subsequent publicatioRe&situating Culturé2004) is the clearest example.

5



are questioned in relation to a complex youth dogypand what people have begun to call
the ‘diverse modernities of the Council of Europe’.

This document argues that approaches which have dmesolidated and widely reproduced
during this period of growth and influence are nnder adequate to the realities in which
young people live and practice youth work. A cdnémphasis on culture as a focus of
education and potential change runs the risk oférdgdising and freezing identities and
hegemonising ideas of culture that are limited ewerly prescriptive. Similarly, dominant
approaches to intercultural learning may ignoresitttersection of cultural identities with
ethnicity, gender, class and individuated factarsy most seriously, may appear naive in
relation to the politicisation of culture in Eur@wepolitical debates. Indeed, there is growing
criticism that focusing on intercultural learningntributes to the dilution of the political
nature of youth work, partially undoing the sucesssf earlier campaigns and programmes,
and particularly in a context where anti-racismdse€elear and unambiguous support.

This discussion initially proceeds by offering adi-ranging discussion of sociological and
cultural theory in relation to the wider practickeimtercultural learning in European youth
training. In doing so, it is worth recalling a pbmade by this author in a discussion of the
relationship between youth researchers and youttkex® in Coyote:“ [...] research (and
theory) are not corrective, or higher form(s) obwtedge [...] (to present it as such) would
be to replicate the persistent and annoying dimisio training of the theoretical and the
concrete, an artificial division that ignores thenditions by which social research is
produced, and the ways in which ‘theories’ lurkrhags subsumed and undeclared, within
the principles and methods of practiGeth other words there is always the trace of some
theory, yet many approaches to intercultural leaymresent themselves as ‘the theory of
culture’ as opposed to ‘a theory of culture’. Tlmmtention of the first chapter is that these
approaches to intercultural learning are weakemedigely by subsuming their theoretical
status and intellectual history, and that muchhef assumed theory that informs them is
simply inadequate and counter-productive. This @ 1® suggest a constant search for
‘better’ theory, but instead to argue for a constafiection on adequacy and relevance. It is
important to make transparent the inclusions anclusions at work in the process of
methodological selection, to encourage criticalrapphes to the relevance of methodologies
and theories in diverse contexts, and to devekipitrg approaches that present a discursive
overview and reflection on how certain forms of eahion invite us to frame and respond to
the world.

Chapter two reviews the approach to intercultuedrihing taken during the LTTC
Intercultural Learning, and relates the choices endéy the preparatory team to the
discussions outlined in chapter one. On the bdgdiseadteam evaluation, it sketches out some
of the critical educational and political weaknessieat stem from the over-burdening of
intercultural learning, and suggests specific @mges that may be relevant beyond this
particular course. These challenges relate to ti@lenges identified by participants in
making intercultural learning relevant to theirgeir groups and projects.

“ Before this phrase gains further currency, it mipe worth reflecting on the ways in which ‘diverse
modernities’ suggests parallel development andaptyrrather than the more accurate senses of awerhd
divergence. This point is well made by Géran Thambamong others, in his discussion of what he calls
‘Entangled ModernitiesEuropean Journal of Social Theo8y(3).

® Hoskins and Kloosterman, Titley and Holder: YoutssBarchers and Youth WorkeBoyotelssue 8, 2004.
Coyoteis the magazine of the Council of Europe/Europeami@ission Partnership addressing issues relating
to youth training in Europe.



Chapter three maps the questions raised by thgsasdbr future trajectories in intercultural
learning, its relevance to other discrete work sreend the wider issues it raises for
institutional images of and knowledge about tragnireeds and realities. As a part of this, it
attempts to formulate specific questions for disaws on the future practice of intercultural
learning, training needs suggested by this futuaetice, and the implications of these issues
for the work priorities of the institution.



Chapter One

Intercultural Learning: A Changing Educational Land scape?

Introduction

Intercultural learning is to European youth workawtworld peace’ is to the Miss World
Competition; everybody is in favour of it and sayse things about it. Unlike world peace,
it seems like everybody practices it too; in a¢agearch on the SALTOrrainers online for
youth database, a search reveals that 152 of IfiSteeed trainers describe themselves as
offering ‘intercultural learning’. Of course, intidtural learning is popular and widely
practised for good reasons. It is now common toirsieeculturalism widely incorporated as
an educational philosophy and approach, guidingcelsathat are made in the planning and
implementation of activities. As a latent, guidimgdagogical approach, high quality
intercultural education invites us to develop dleréve agents in our interaction with people
of different experiences, backgrounds, beliefsgleayes and values. It facilitates working
and living in interaction that often takes placedifferential power relations — of gender,
sexuality, social status, linguistic and socio-ediomal capital - and aids us in capturing
what has been learnt in an organised educationakexbfor our interaction in everyday
contexts, as well as subsequent activities as tiptet and young activist.

That said, the labehtercultural learningencompasses everything people decide to include
in it. Despite the confident brand of knowledge aemtly signified by the prevalent
acronym ‘ICL’, the range of approaches denoted ibtefcultural learning’ constitutes a
wide spectrum, including often deeply contradictapproaches to this form of youth work.
These different practices involve theories of a@tdrawn from different disciplines and
research traditions, theories that are not eadigtracted from their conceptual and
contextual histories. These theories are inhergyaly of methodologies drawn and adapted
from highly diverse applications of interculturatlueation; from language learning to
volunteer acclimatisation to military conditioniragd everything in between. To return to
the straw pole of SALTO solutions, it is probabbfesto assume that 152 people are not
doing exactly or sometimes even remotely the sdmregtwhen they offer ‘intercultural
learning’.

This diversity and contradiction is obviously nathérently problematic. What it does,
however, is place a responsibility on practitiorteréa) make the nature of their intercultural
educational practice transparent; and (b) sugglestaeed for trainees and users to evaluate
the relevance of different approaches and thedodabe context in which they engage in
youth work.While the idea of culture is almost universallye®ed, it does not follow from
this that education about culture is universallgrisferable, and indeed, the transferability
of methods and theoretical frameworks is becommgeasingly limited Similarly, the
ubiquity of a concept does not guarantee its relewaTherefore, it is possible to argue that
the broad sweep of approaches fluidly categoriseth#ercultural learning’ is another key
site of the critical skills and approaches discddsg Hendrik Otten in a recent discussion
paper on training attitudes, skills and competehdesOtten puts it:

® SALTO-YOUTH stands for Support and Advanced Learring Training Opportunities within the European
YOUTH programme. The website of the Trainers OnforeYouth database is http://www.salto-youth.nsft/to
This search was carried out 20.12.04

" Otten, Hendrik (2002) “Study on trainers’ compeies necessary for developing and implementing
European level training activities in the youthdieit high quality, and possible approaches forasessment
of these training competencies”.



[...] it can be said that in view of the increasingmplexity of European societies, the
requirements for education and training are growemgd the knowledge and skill needs
demanded of those who are responsible for educatidrtraining are accordingly complex.
(2002: 11)

Put in this way, Otten proposes an abstract yetr ¢leationship between the complexity of
societies, and the concomitant complexity of tragnskills. He highlights two inter-related
aspects of trainer competenceersonal aspectsincluding cognitive-intellectual, moral-
ethical, emotional; and action-oriented dimensiandactivity-related aspectscluding the
didactic structure of training, methodologies, $fiecontents, and its political aims and
objectives. Otten summarises the implications for training and trainers thus:

[...] Training (should be) more subject, object antdaion-adequate — a kind of paradigm
shift, in order to get an intellectual hold on aaefed youth sociology setting and the
complex requirements of training and educationlesents of life-long learning...Trainers
in this European level high quality training arscaknowledge managers — they have to
know many things; mainly however in view of the quexity of European societies [...]
they have to be knowledge brokers. (P.12-13)

Approaching intercultural learning in this lightvinlves a series of adaptive challenges; a
broad canon of differentiated approaches must hedmated in relation to meaningful
knowledge of the context of training. Accordingtke Intercultural Learning T-Kitthis is

no less than the mission of this type of educatiostrives for empowerment in the face of
complex realitied. Intercultural learning, then, should be what Otterms subject, object
and situation adequate. These indicators are mhtteeanore complex by the realisation, as
UIf Hannerz puts it, that “culture is everywheretiot only in the sense that everybody is
encultured, but that culture in contemporary soesets a site of controversy and struggle
over identity, belonging, legitimacy and entitlerheintercultural education, therefore,
cannot be simplistically seen as education aboltirey cultural process and enculturation,
but instead has to be regarded as a fluid arepmbaches that activates different ideas of
culture and its significances based on an intimatewledge of the context in which
education takes place.

In my experience, ideas of culture that inform gn#icant proportion of common
intercultural approaches are inadequate accordintpé minimal criteria Otten proposes.
They areanalytically inadequatedepending on static and homogenising ideas tdireubs a
binding marker of identity in social contexts whesecio-cultural experience and the
relations between preferred and ascribed identiiage become increasingly complex.
Compounding this is theipolitical inadequacy as by normalising culture as the prime
marker of human identity and belonging dominanériatiltural approaches compound the
logic of cultural nationalism and culturalised sani and relegate the importance of gender,
class, multiple senses of belonging and identiéyuality, age and many other individuated
aspects of identity and experience.

Working to any great extent through the prism dfwre rarely recognises the ways in which
our cultural environments are becoming more diff@s® there is room for more awareness
of how dominant interpretations of culture are berw re-romanticised and heavily
politicised. These terminal inadequacies are wadeby the ways in which activities,

8 Gillert, Arne et al (2000)ntercultural Learning T-Kitp. 14.
® Hannerz, UIf (1996 ransnational Connectionp, 31.
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theories and methodologies that deal with ‘culttaeg often seen as interchangeable and
widely applicable, instead of as products of patéc discourses and histories of
development and usage. This results in a potenii@ihic situation; as more people turn to
training for ways of reflecting on and acting inngalex realities, there is a wider potential
distribution of methods and approaches fixated adets and ideas incommensurable with
the realities faced by young people and youth asgdions across Europe.

This chapter develops this critique by examiningsoms for the evolution of culture as an
overwhelmingly powerful concept, and some of theranoontemporary arguments for

transcending it. It continues by applying the irogtions of this analysis to dominant

practices of intercultural learning, and conclubdgscondensing these discussions into key
areas of weakness in intercultural education.

The necessary inflation and deflation of culture

Before elaborating on the charge sheet hinted #tanntroduction, it is important to note
that culture was not plucked from thin air and @ntyy elected to the office of chief global
concept. Its complex history of usage, and itsentrubiquity, are products of what is and
has been at stake in arguing for the salience direuand different cultures. From its first
recorded usage in the English language circa 14#0re has been a subject of constant
interest and critique, not to mention political eswtial struggle. It is inherent in the nature
of this struggle for conceptual and often politisapremacy that the contention that culture
is best approached as a site of contesting disesussoften ignoretf. As Chris Barker
summarises: “The concept of culture does not reptea fixed entity in an independent
object world but is best thought of as a mobilesigr that denotes different ways of talking
about human activity with divergent uses and pugpds..] the concept of culture is plastic,
political and contingent: Barker’s insight is an important one, yet in catrelominant
intercultural learning approaches, there are pleftseasons to suggest that the concept of
culture is understood as being wooden, apolitindl @niversally fixed.

Prior to presenting key developments in the inflatof culture, it may be necessary to
anticipate some objections. This suspicion of tkesuof culture in youth work is not
provoked by a desire for theoretical sophisticaiioryouth work, nor is it to suggest that
discussing culture is not a central aspect of yeudhk with a European dimension. All too
often, reflective discussions of the concepts prtesh@and normalised by youth work are met
with self-serving and patronising objections abptegserving the openness of non-formal
education. Contrary to thisy critique is that non-formal education has becdoreclosed
and paradoxically, this has occurred by cherrydipigkintercultural approaches that have
been developed in radically different contexts pratticesCultureis a particularly alluring
and powerful framework; like the nation and natiggya- which culture is now often used as
a code for — it gifts a relationship of particuigrland universalism. In other words,
everybody is automatically different together.

When handled in particular ways, this universatjsaspect of culture can easily be stretched
to encompass and explain far more than is useflleoeficial. As Wolfgang Welsch has
observed, culture is simultaneously a descriptine @arescriptive notion, and political

19 See for example Raymond Williams’ discussion @ $iocial conceptual history of culture Kieywords. A
Vocabulary of Culture and Socief¥972), and Terry Eagleton’s examination of cultsirentangled senses of
‘making’ and ‘being made’ iThe Idea of Culturé2000).

1 Barker, Chris (2002)laking Sense of Cultural Studies: Central Problemd Critical Debatesp. 84.
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responsibility comes with propagandising one notimer anothet? In other words, our
cultural realities are always intimately relatedotr conceptual understandings of culture,
and this is a realisation that much intercultuealrhing practice has yet to take seriously. We
will return to this line of argument in the follomg sections. The general reasons for what |
am now characterising as over-burdening and inaatggare many and involved, and this
discussion can do no more than hint at severadi@jies that have elevated culture to the
status of a globally unifying concept. For the saecoherence and organisation these
trajectories are organised as bullet points belmwever this should not suggest that these
represent discrete and separate areas. Most ifalhaif the points outlined are highly
interdependent.

(@) Perhaps the most significant discussion of cultdrat least for the purposes of
intercultural learning — has been the post-wart dbivards culture as an antidote to the
virulent hierarchies of ‘race’. As Alana Lentin hdstailed’> UNESCO played a key role in
centring culture by aiming to undermine racism’gmased reliance on the pseudo-science
of race while providing an alternative explanation human difference and diversity. To
quote:

The main proposal made by UNESCO, and most forigehyl Claude Lévi-Strauss in his
short bookRace and History1961), was that human groups could be divided raotg to
cultures which were relative to each other. Tha idat each culture contributed ‘in its own
way’ to humanity as a whole sought to counter tigely accepted belief that a hierarchy of
‘race’ divided Europeans and non-Europeans. LénaiSs celebrated the diversity of
humanity, demonstrated by what he called, theifdistze contributions’ of each cultural
group. He stressed his belief that different lewdlprogress between such groups could not
be attributed to any innate differences. Rathengmss comes about as a result of
interaction between groups. The historical chahe led to the onset of modernity taking
place in the West meant that the other cultures riliabed shoulders with it experienced
more rapid progress. Those that remained isolattaa@t. The UNESCO Tradition in anti-
racism, to which Lévi-Strauss’s work was centradsviranslated into a specific approach to
opposing racism based on the belief that racisniddco@ overcome by recognising that the
real problem was one of ethnocentrism; by promothweg benefits of cultural diversity as
enriching society and by encouraging greater kndgdeof other cultures among western
societies.

The final sentences detail assumptions in intencalliearning — and its relationship to anti-
racism — that are still widely recognisable. Thasgage also notes the centrality of cultural
relativism, a problematic that will be discussedisequent sections.

(b) A slightly later development has been the necesHitggsserting cultural difference
and particularity in relation to the universalisitigeories of modernisation that guided
‘development’ from the 1950s through to at least 1870s (and which have perhaps made
an unwelcome if latent reappearance during the avaterror’). Primarily North American
modernisation theorists — who, unlike the vast miyjaf theorists, had the willing ear of
government — constructed the world as a seriesooe$ on a linear progress towards
developed modernity, and primarily imagined non-Wes and colonial\post-colonial
contexts as ‘traditional societies’ in need of é@ed modernisation. As Vincent Tucker

12\Welsch, Wolfgang, Transculturality: the Puzzlingife of Culture Today in Featherstone & Lash (ed.)
(1999)Spaces of Culture.

13 See Lentin, Alana: The Problem of Culture and HuRahts in the Response to Racism in Titley (ed.)
(2004)Resituating Cultur@p.97-99, andRacism and Anti-racism in Euro2004).
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expresses it; “Modernization theorists were coneerwith understanding the culture of
other societies so as to manipulate them and atept to the exigencies of development
[...] other cultural formations were viewed primardg forms of resistance to modernisation
which had to be overcomé® Anti-imperialist movements and critics have, agsult, both
critigued the cultural assumptions that informedaisl of progress and development, and
asserted the resilience and alternative world-vielvultures that had been slated for
‘inevitable modernisation’.

(c) Related to the last point above has been thequetioffered by postmodern
philosophers of what they term grand-narrativesanandeas for the organisation of stories of
human life, including Christianity, Marxism, Enligihment Humanism, nationalism, and so
forth. Postmodernism, although it is something generalisation, has been both lauded and
criticised for sanctioning widespread cultural teiam through its suspicion of
universalism and trans-historical claims to vajidind truth. In the same vein, postmodern
approaches refused to accept the idea of Cultuftne@dbest that has been thought and said
in the world’ and instead approached culture agtiaetice of everyday life, where cultural
products — such as television shows, youth stytekp@opular music — were discussed for
their subjective and affective significance, ratttean being dismissed for their supposedly
objective aesthetic and moral inadequacy. In sipagtmodernism sanctioned pluralism and
relativism on all cultural registers.

(d) Sociology and social analysis have, over roughtyl#ist 25 years, been engaged in
what has been termed a ‘cultural turn’, influenced only by postmodernism but also by
anthropology, cultural linguistics and cultural digs. Again, while this is something of a
generalisation, it is generally taken to mean a rdagv focus on subjective,
interpretative/hermeneutic and affective aspectsoaifal life that could not be captured in
theories of society that favoured notions of instemtal rationality, or that conceptualised
the individual in society within shifting relatior structure and agency. Instead, cultural
analysis examines the ways in which people imagiegptiate and construct the world they
exist within.

(e) Perhaps most importantly, the development of multtical philosophies and policies
in many countries has centred culture as the prnragker of difference and belonging. As
Colm O’ Cinneide argues in his contribution Resituating Culturemulticulturalism is
often regarded as a response to the problems pmséberal and republican ideas of the
individual citizen inhabiting a neutral and diffee-blind staté> What such universalist
notions of the citizen ignored (and continue tooig) is that equality may be formal, but it
does not follow that it will be in any way substaatwithout reference to the impediments
created by social differentiation and without rebtor the ways in which barriers to access
and participation must be removed. Various theorasl practices of multicultural
citizenshig® have advocated @cognition of cultural differencand its consequences, and
agitated for countervailing representation in pedit socio-economic life and the public
sphere. These debates have been closely assoaitheithe position and rights of ‘national
minorities’, and often unevenly and controversiaktended to migrant ethnic groups. The
serious problems with hegemonic multiculturalisra discussed below.

¥ Tucker, Vincent. The Myth of Development: A Critigof Eurocentric Discourse in Munck and O’Hearn
(ed.) (1999)ritical Development Theory, 3.

5 O'Cinneide, Colm: Citizenship and MulticulturalisnEquality, Rights and Diversity in Contemporary
Europe inResituating Cultur¢2004).

18 ‘Multicultural Citizenship’ is an idea associateith the Canadian philosopher Will Kymlicka and bisok
Multicultural Citizenship: A Liberal Theory of Minty Rights (1995). For a global overview of related
concepts and programmes see C.W. Watson (2@0@iculturalism.
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() Recently, widespread debates and anxieties abewulkural impact of globalisation
have provoked anxiety about the nature of cultesaqderience and the erosion of cultural
autonomy. Simplistic analyses of globalisation d #mere are far too many — tend to regard
the mere presence of foreign goods, services anagdmas evidence of the penetration and
denigration of cultural life. This is particulagbronounced in western visions of non-western
cultures, where without irony, they claim to speddout the cultural domination of many
peoples around the globe by western cultural foAnsiore important form of this argument
contends that cultural autonomy — the ability teate, circulate and engage with cultural
forms that relate meaningfully to people’s expetenand life-worlds — is eroded by the
constant expansion of telecommunications and coesumarkets and the effects of
economies of scale. In general, current thinkingh@nimpacts of cultural globalisation tends
to stress the interplay of homogenisation and bgtarization and the importance of situated
analyses in examining the ‘power geometry’ of gladion.

This partial and compressed list of important mogets and currents that have centred the
idea of culture indicate some of the reasons wilitpi@ihas come to occupy such a centrally
important role in education. Nevertheless, thisiiseds to be read in combination with an
opposing list that argues for its radical decegtrinhe reasons for this are implicit in the
nature of the movements discussed; if a focus @hresort to culture has been crucial and
necessary under particular circumstances, it fadldhat a shift away from it may be
necessary for more recent and consequent reasons.

€) Culture is an idea that is over-accented, yetsage always involves a range
of tangled senses. To quote frétesituating CultureIn contemporary societies and public
discourses, the term “culture’ has become a polvenid commonly held currency. Long

regarded as one of the most complicated concepteeirhuman and social sciences, it
increasingly takes on the appearance of a floatiggifier attached to ways of life and life

practices, collectivities based on location, natlaatory, lifestyle and ethnicity, systems and
networks of representation and meaning, and reafragistic value and heritage” (2004:

10). Thus, very basicallythe more aspects of life culture is deployed tooemass and
explain, the more opaque and vague its usages lec®peaking of culture may seem to
refer to something self-evident — a group, a walffef a national context — yet its history of
usage means that it always activates far morettr@ntterance or reference may suggest or
desire.

(b) Despite this over-accenting, discussions of cultengl to prefer and normalise
some usages over others. Culture has become aitobgconcept as a way of framing
human interaction, however it is not widely recagul thatts use is always an evaluative
and political act It has been widely noted that in contemporarycubsions of
multiculturalism, migration and ethno-political dbet, culture is predominantly discussed
in static and esssentialising terms, privilegingl atanding in for communities of descent
over and above other intersecting aspects of iyeatid self. If, as Terry Eagleton has
argued, culture has historically involved intertedhsenses of ‘making’ and ‘being made’,
contemporary European societies display a distientiency to prefer bounded ideas of
cultural communities. AsResituating Culturecontends, “The idea of culture as the
essentialised way of life of a people, often imgldinked to geo-political territory, retains
a disturbing degree of orthodoxy in Europe toddyThis is because, as many writers have
noted, culture is a concept that lends itself gasila variety of political rhetorics, and has a

7 See Titley, Gavan: Introduction Resituating Cultur¢2004)p. 11.
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now unrivalled legitimacy in mobilising group idéms. In some guises culture is a warm
and cuddly concept, whereas in others it is cemtrdloundary maintenance and politics of
exclusion.

(c) In Europe today this is most keenly felt in thditpes of cultural nationalism,
where citizenship has been increasingly decouplad the state and reclaimed to a politics
of national-ethnic-racialised belonging and legétoy. The development of citizenship tests
based on heritage rather than civic skills, wideagdr discussions of assimilation and
incompatibility, and rhetoric about the ‘threat’‘tndigenous European cultures’ are not the
sole preserve of the far right in Eurdjjdndeed, popular cultural nationalisms have thrived
by mainstreaming the ‘concerns’ of the far rightaimended discourses and policies. Such
nationalism builds on simplifying feelings of betpng and community and amplifying
threats and insecurities emanating from the dedinthe welfare state (in many instances)
and the increased ‘global figuration’ of nationabromics and politics, most notably in job
markets. In this context, education through cultaneot only about engaging with prevalent
ways of understanding the world, but also a questibreflecting on the relationship of
education to political motivations and strateglest Encompass the educational context.

(d) The overwhelming focus on culture as a markedehiity and community in
multiculturalist projects has been criticised frammange of positions. Many criticisms have
come from young people — particularly so-calledcts®l generation migrants’ who are
unwilling to be pigeon-holed as ethnic or culturaland spoken for by ‘leaders of the
community’ who have been sanctioned by outside pswa the UK, multiculturalism has
been criticised as a micro-colonial arrangementeretpeople are neatly organised into a
cultural mosaic, and power is shared between th&opwitan centre and recognised
‘community mandarins’. The tendency to see andnsdopeople as belonging to cultural
groups underplays and simplifies identity and timpartance of gender, class, sexuality,
disability and political allegiance in practices adentity as well as practices of
discrimination. Moreover, a key criticism of muliituralism has been that it imagines
cultural recognition and appreciation to be the #egnand of ethnic minorities. This cultural
reductionism gives rise to both superficial dynaraad practices of cultural exchange, and
compounds the tendency to see discrimination aprib@uct of individual prejudice rather
than material and political inequalities. For matlye apparently benign and progressive
focus on culture works consciously and unconsciotssiveaken anti-racist politics.

(e) A further aspect of the power-based critique oftraulturalism in point (d) is
the ways in which the cultural definition of peopentributes to their exoticisation and
marginalisation. As Mark McGuinness writes, “[...]ség recognisable differences, in skin
colour, language, religion, dress, foods [...] sudifférences’ only actually register as
differences if you look at them from the seeminflymogenous and stable platform of
‘mainstream’ white urban culturé®.This implies that the recognition of cultural diface
is often not accompanied by a positional senseowf Hifference is constructedh other
words, recognition demands a consideration of vehecognised, how, by whom, on what
terms, and in what power relationships. Ideas titical difference carry complex historical

18t is interesting to note the ways in which dissiass of European culture in relation to proposedkish
membership of the European Union have taken onchltzgacteristics of national culture writ large; tbot
Christian heritage and the legacy of Enlightennsaadularism have been invoked as cultural fundanfents
the imagined community a Europe that displays littbesion without this imagined Other.

¥ McGuinness, Mark: Geographies with a Differencéfizénhship and Difference in Post-colonial Urban
Spaces, in Blunt & McEwan (ed.) (200@stcolonial Geographies.
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lineages, and shifting from using certain perspestito appreciate rather than repress does
not change the fundamental relationship of power @erspective. As Shalini Sinha writes,
for example, what is often common to the experiasfo@omen of colour in Ireland is their
positioning through residual ideas of racialisedxusdity, whereby “our glorified
‘differences’, sometimes presented as ‘curiousisaative’ are still used to undermine &%”
(2001).

() Culture’s political chauvinism is compounded by descriptive inadequacy,
and vice versa. Discussions of globalisation — &, n@ighly complex notion becoming
increasingly important to DYS work — emphasise fth&l, hybrid nature of socio-cultural
experiences, and challenge the idea that cultwaldgeneity was anything more than the
product of forms of imagining associated with naéibromanticism and the congruence of
nation states and national (racialised) communiti#¢hat John Tomlinson terms
connectivity, an ever-densening network of interemtions and interdependencies that
characterise social, economic and cultural lifeviodern societies, is increasingly a banal
everyday aspect of the fabric of cultural experggnet it is not captured by many orthodox
notions of culture. Dominant notions of culturetteenphasise coherence, homogeneity and
boundedness are inadequate both as descriptivabitites and fail to notice how
esssentialising cultural politics are a reactionagpects of globalisation. As the young
population of Europe is increasingly characterid®d people who have experienced
migration and live between cultural contexts, thessas become more inadequate and
potentially exclusionary.

The implications for intercultural learning

The over-inflation and politicisation of culturetboed in the previous section has given rise
to a debate in anthropology — the discipline masbaiated with the concept — as to whether
responsible anthropology involves disowning the cemb, or working to reshape and
calibrate i?* A similar question confronts the practitioners wiave done most to promote
the importance and benefits of intercultural leagnias a core subject and priority of
European youth work. | exempt from this discusslmwelcome prevalence of intercultural
learning as an educational philosophy guiding at®imade in the planning of activities —
what chapter two will discuss &sickstagentercultural education. In this section the focus
is one the ways in which intercultural learning,“l@L" as it is cheerfully and mystifyingly
branded, has become a near compulsory trainingctspe almost all (short-term)
international training programmes. If we relate tteemand for adequacy amidst societal
complexity to the intellectual and political comxyity of culture, what are the implications
for intercultural learning?

(@) A primary consideration, suggested by the driftle# points made above, is
that the constant emphasis on anything called réateural learning’ compounds the
tendency to centre culture as the key resourceestalematic in social life and youth work
activities. If intercultural learning is omnipreseit suggests that it is a core pillar of any

2 Sinha, Shalini: Generating Awareness for the Eepees of Women of Colour in Ireland in Lentin &
McVeigh (ed.) (2002Racism and Ant-racism in Ireland.

2 For example Arjun Appadurai, in keeping with whts been termed critical anthropology, argues that
culture should be regarded as adjectival, as aeproof culturalism in relation to group identitéesd politics in
particular contexts. As he argues, culture as aroauries the implication that “[...] culture is sorkied of
object, thing, or substance, whether physical otaptgysical. This substantialisation seems to brinlguce
back into the discursive space of race, the vesg itlwas originally designed to comb&bdernity at Large:
Cultural Consequences of Globalizati(i996: 12).
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type of youth work, and this is simply not sustailea Most trainers will be familiar with the
programme planning process whereby a post-it viith Wwritten on it is stuck to the empty
planning grid, just after ‘farewell party’. Whiléis is a glib example, it is meant to suggest
that intercultural learning has become a staplegfahort-term international trainings - and
perhaps something of an expectation - yet verynofte issues being discussed may be
better off discussed under some other heading. Igqofien, the reliance on intercultural
learning stems from the need to gather a rangeaéls political and cultural issues into a
limited period of time. Whatever the exigencieseréhis no doubt to my mind that
intercultural learning has sucked the oxygen ouspmdces for political education, social
analysis, informed and reflective discussions aftiiaontexts, and so forth.

(b) Following on from this omnipresence, it is obvidhat very many different
ways of addressing intercultural learning as adexist. There is often a sense in training
that the main need of trainers is a constant supiphew approaches, whether for novelty or
to widen the options available in planning sessimmg activities. In intercultural learning |
would argue that what is missing is a focus on getung and evaluating the welter of
materials that are merely a toolbox oGaoglesearch away. What is also largely absent is
the realisation that this methodological and dism& inquiry is also apolitical
responsibility To return to Wolfgang Welsch’s analysis of cudtueis a descriptive and
prescriptive notion, Welsch continues by arguingt tih is possible to approach culture as
open and in process, or as binding and essentajudte:

If one tells us that culture is to be a homogeneignt, then we practice the required
coercions and exclusions [...] The ‘reality’ of cuktuis, in this sense, always a consequence
too of our conceptions of culture. One must theeetoe aware of the responsibility which
one takes on in propagandising concepts of thig'typ

It is my impression that too much interculturalrlgag is either loosely premised on the
closed ideas critiqued by Welsch and elsewherbisnpaper, or unaware of the implications
that different, historically generated ideas ofturd have for the educational premises and
frameworks offered. Intercultural education is adat area, and the debates | have outlined
here are also played out in conflicting approadres methodologies. For example, as lben
Jensen outlines in her contribution Resituating Culturg intercultural communication
research can be divided into main traditions otfiomalist approaches and poststructuralist
approaches. Functionalist approaches — includirgwidely misapplied work of Geerd
Hofstede — try “[...] to predict how culture will infence communication, focusing on
identifying culture as a barrier against more @ffec communication® Poststructuralist
approaches, on the other hand, already assumectimamunication is discursive and
dialogical, never exact and closed, and that iotermal communication needs to be seen in
terms of power, context, political discourse, aatizd constructions of the Oth&rand so
forth. Some form of awareness of these differemse®mt a theoretical nicety or an optional
extra for diligent trainers, it fundamentally impson how an educational approach frames a
session and the parameters of discussion thaikaehg fo emerge.

22 \Welsch op.cit 1999: 200

% Jensen, lben, The Practice of Intercultural Comuatitn.:Reflections for Professionals in Intercrtu
Encounters irResituating Cultur¢2004) p. 83.

% ‘The Other’ refers to general assumptions abougroffeople that constitute identity as an interstihje
relationship and process, and that recognisektimatledge about oneself and others always intetpees. In
cultural theory, ‘The Other’ often refers to the wiaywhich different identities are placed in reteis of
difference and often inferiority to accepted norassumptions and practices.
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(c) The absence of clear debate about the implicatadnsntangled forms and
philosophies of intercultural learning can be exbated by the training frameworks within
which intercultural learning is delivered. The Epean youth field has successfully
developed a range of materials that are in widsutation, and some are far more successful
at developing a critical approach to the constamctf intercultural education than others.
However many materials are assimilated from othactres and contexts, and there is
undeniably a vogue for organising these assimilatt@iments as ‘tools’ that can be
transferred from situation to situation, if a desoter as to the responsibility of the trainer is
appended. A contention of this paper has beenlithéing, essentialising and politically
retrogressive concepts of culture predominate, kewé is my impression that this is far
less through conviction than a lack of attentioth® ways in which different texts, materials
and approaches are generated within differenttioadi of education, and the ways in which
they migrate into non-formal education.

In our current training context, intercultural edtion has become a basic trade for freelance
trainers, who often work for short and irregularripgs of time with groups and
organisations. This form of work economy prefeesities and modules that are transferable
and adaptable, which is both generally understdedabd dependent on the individual
practice of the trainer. Nevertheless, there amumgs for arguing that many of the
approaches that have so promiscuously been ina@igmbinto youth practice are radically
incommensurable. At this point | will take the libeof including an extract from a previous
article of mine entitled “Culture as Experiencen€ept and Public Ide&® This extract high
lights key ways in which widespread assumptions prattices of intercultural learning
display their inadequacy:

00000

(i) Culture as a static, bounded entity

Despite the range of research (see Vertovec & Cdgbds.] 2002) which details people
approaching their identities as complex, shiftinteractions of place, ethnicity, nationality,
gender, occupation, lifestyle and affiliations, manmodels of intercultural learning persist in
ascribing a primary cultural identity. More oftelnah not, this primary identity co-joins
nationality and received ideas of national culturein the case of minority communities in
dominant models of multiculturalism, ethnic ideptiwith ethnic cultural groups (Watson
2000: 109). Very often cultures are imagined asdpanternally coherent and homogenous,
and as exacting a largely similar influence oved &yalty from group members. As the
“Intercultural Learning Model” of The Grove Consuits advises us, it takes time to ‘see the
inherent logic of another culture’ (www.grove.cobidat/model). This is also the approach
of the ‘lceberg Model of Culture’ still widely empjed in youth training (Gillert op.cit: 18).

While these approaches retain a certain valueanedi on them obscures not only the
complex nature of identities, but also the procesdecultural change and hybridity touched
on previously. Notions of internal homogeneity hrgtorically dubious - usually a creation
of the will to power - and to present them as a whynderstanding contemporary change is
irresponsibly reductive. Culture is here preserdaedan exact science (the Grove model
involves working through cycles; “The more succeksitercultural cycles one completes,
the more capacity one builds for embracing cultuiéerences”) yet frozen within its
parameters are theories that approach culturesgstam, and insist on this despite the fluid
and increasingly anti-schematic character of caltinabitats. They contain the fossilised
remnants of socio-anthropological ideas formuldtedy before the kinds of processes we

% puyblished in Lauritzen, Peter and Hendrik Otten)(2D04)Jugendarbeit und Jugendpolitik in Europa.
this publication the article is translated into @an, therefore this English abstract is previousigublished.
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are witnessing today, and which have since beawtighly critiqued for their unsustainable
emphasis on culture as a bounded entity (Cowah 20@1).

Ideas of culture neatly summarised and nestlingi@hodologies are not neutral lenses for
observation. These approaches to intercultural athrc ask participants to imagine

themselves in cultural capsules, and anti-intugivievite them to pass their far more

complex cultural existences through static modpla&scriptions. In my experience, it is

common to witness people dismissing this kind aiing as irrelevant to their realities.

(i) Culture and incommensurable realities

In emphasising responsibility to ideas and the agapmdising of culture, Welsch (1999)
raises two further points that warrant attention\Wdrkbook on International Negotiation
(2002), produced by the Netherlands Institute dferimational Relations Clingendael,
replicates a model that promises to provide kepgis into culture’s consequences. Despite
preliminary qualifications concerning the complgxibf culture and the possibilities of
internal differences within cultures\societies\oai (the text uses these terms
interchangeably), the model defines culture as‘¢bective mental programming which
distinguishes one group or category of people flamother’. In an adaptation of Geert
Hofstede’s model (1991) the chapter scores natabmsg five value dimensions, and in a
parody of participative education, it invites peagants to take part in an assignment that
requires them to ‘score a selected number of cmsnénd discuss this in your group’ (ibid:
34).

While it would be myopic to dismiss the complex ghase of national identities, models
such as this one continue to imagine culture agrcamt only with the borders of nation-
states. It could be argued that as a managemadnt fonctions merely as a basic orientation
device for a global management class. Yet this gema&nt model is included in a NGO
handbook that circulates in very different circlasgd where the need to engage with culture
as an educational subject may be prompted by Vifflgreht contexts and target groups. In
presenting this theory with minimum contextualisafia resource of this nature offers as
widely applicable a model that is likely to be wigadhcommensurable with the needs of a
range of educators and groups. In terms of thetipmegVelsch posits on responsibility, it
seems dubious in the current geo-political contextoreground a model that focuses on
cultural difference as the locus of conflict. Notrhention one that encourages managers,
trainers or youth workers to analyse their collemgand employees for indicative mental-
cultural software.

(iif) Culture and the absence of politics

The accents placed on terms are not innocent gjifteature; they are gradually inscribed
there by social interests for broadly ideologiczsons. The idea of culture that we see in
the resources discussed previously may seem atgbestal and at worst banal, but they
assume an idea of culture that posits essentialisednded ways of life, replete with
internally coherent systems of meaning and valveyrgded in geo-political locations. To
observers of what has been termed ‘the culturaisatf politics’, this recipe will sound
grimly familiar. Jane K. Cowan et al observed thdtile anthropology has increasingly
discredited the idea of culture that we see in éhtsms of intercultural education,
anthropologists have noted the

[..] increasing prevalence of culture as a rhe#@drabject — often in a highly essentialised
form — in contemporary political talk. (2001: 9)
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By unproblematically presenting culture in this wtese approaches naturalise an idea that
has increasing import as an exclusionary politstedtegy. By way of illustration, we could
consider the charming text on ‘The right to a aatudentity’ produced by the Austrian
Freedom Party. Article 2.2 acknowledges openly that coexistence and cooperation of
different cultural groups have produced Austriagniity, and, in article 3.4, that:

The awareness of the special qualities of one’s p&aple is inseparably linked to the
willingness to respect what is special about offeaple
(www.fpoe.at/fpoe/bundesgst/programm/chapter4.ligmjphasis in the original).

In terms of the kind of intercultural education endiscussion here, what could possibly be
controversial about this statement? Both assumedifferent groups with their inherent
differences encounter each other, and appreciatiothe other is developed through
reflection on one’s own culture. This could even deen as a complementary policy
statement for those that preach ‘diversity appteriaas their central aim. Yet these ideas
of intercultural learning seem unaware that theynpte an idea of culture that is central to
the welfare chauvinism of cultural nationalism. @erard Delanty illustrates, ethnic-cultural
nationalism — often a product of social fragmeptatand neo-liberal attack on the welfare
state — has reclaimed citizenship to a politicscoftural identity and belonging, and
constructs migrants not just as culturally othet &s contributing to the erosion of state
provision (2000). As the Freedom Party rhetoricgasgs, they have no problem with a
paradigm of cultural relativism that recognises awven celebrates cultural difference, as
long as the culturally different are located whitney ‘belong’ and have no material impact.

Intercultural learning developed in the contextawitiracism and social activism cannot
allow itself to be made vulnerable by such politigatism. The grounds of this rhetoric are
readily contestable, yet by abstracting culturemfrthe discourses in which culture is
actually discussed and accented, this kind of dducgrepares the individual living and

working in a multicultural society to celebrate elisity, not to question the ways in which
diversity is constructed and politically instrumaiged. This is what Welsch illustrates in
emphasising the responsibility of propagandizingate ideas of culture, as in this instance
it runs the risk of strengthening the foundatiofthe very politics it claims to oppose.

00000

(d) It is sometimes argued that criticising the congoyeof culture in people’s
lives is a form of elite cosmopolitanism; the pepve of those that travel, mingle and
professionally engage with these issues. Thesetgomaintain the opposite; that the
dominance of certain approaches is creating a gapeen the framework of education and
those that entrust their time and energy tdlite question is not whether or not culture
should be engaged with, but how, in relation to mhto what extent, in interrelation with
what, and with which underlying meaningBhe primacy of culture in many political
debates, is, for example, a key challenge for Eemapy/outh work. As C.W. Watson argues,
the contemporary culturalisation of politics andibons articulates a need for particular
dimensions of self-hood: expressive identity ant-respect, a sense of belonging and
commitment to place, a sense of history and linthéopast, and that these dimensions relate
to politics of belonging, legitimacy and entitierhén contemporary nation-statésThese
are pressing questions that can be discussedaitoreto ideas and practices of culture, or as
is often done, reified in approaches that assuraettiis is what culture is about across
contexts. Intercultural education should name, wkr@nd engage with the desires, politics

% Watson, C.W. (200QYlulticulturalismpp. 107-10.
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and assumptions that amefracted throughculture, rather than unproblematically associate
them with educatioaboutculture.

Chapter two examines some of these questionsatiarlto the Long Term Training Course
Intercultural Learning, and chapter three attemptsinravel some of the implications of
these discussions for further consideration. Inctesion to this chapter, the educational
implications of inadequacy are assembled.

The challenges of inadequacy

Essentialisationas has been established, the dominant notionslwifre in circulation tend
to prefer visions of people living in somewhat bded, immutable cultural groups, and are
ill-equipped to integrate the experience of peopith multiple allegiances and identities,
and other important aspects of affective and asdrildentities in a Europe where key
political debates are crystallising around mignatidentity and belonging. As we have seen,
a core critique of ‘recognition multiculturalismak been the tendency to lock people into
mutually reinforcing cultural communities, with eft severe repercussions for women and
young people, whose identities and needs may nany way be represented by the
community. In training, the reliance on culture magntribute to a weakening of social
analysis and reflection, as the answers “it's caltuand “it's their culture” substitute for
proper reflection as well as recognition of theitgmof what we know (which is in and of
itself an intercultural priority). People are undtedly socialised within, influenced by, and
deeply attached to their communities of whatevadkbut it does not follow from this that
cultural groups are internally homogenous, or redple wish to be primarily regarded as
‘members of a culture’. It is worth noting thatghariticism of essentialism does not imply
that the end goal of intercultural education is tbl@losophical acceptance of anti-
essentialism. Rather, it is to encourage a crisoglagement with what these positions entail
and how they manifest themselves in actual contastd es Back contends: “The choice is
presented pointedly as one between viewing cultasesooted and fixed and a vision of
cultural processes as in a constant state of flodyring creative and promiscuous
routeways of identification. What is omitted in theafening row over ‘essentialism’ versus
‘anti-essentialism’ is the complex interplay betwethese two impulses at the everyday
level”.?” Right now, in my experience, the primary impulseducational frameworks tends
towards a residual essentialism.

Depoliticisation the simultaneous reduction and elevation of eamg to a cultural register
is rampantly depoliticising. While practices of dmdnce and awareness are crucially
important, they are sometimes presented as theaeral@f intercultural learning, as if a
critical mass of the educated and aware will createrld where, as some cynics might put
it, ‘we can just learn to get along’. This form afltural analysis both assumes that cultural
identities are inherently problematic, essentiaifferent and probably conflictual, yet it
reduces the many dimensions of conflict to questiaf cultural compatability and
understanding. What needs to be recognised hdtationstructing peoples’ motivations
and behaviour as cultural is an inherently politiaet; the political conflicts in Northern
Ireland and the former Yugoslavia were often charésed by outside commentators as
cultural, ethnic and thus atavistic, and this l&agus obscured the political issues which
were being played out in often highly complex w&y&urthermore, as many anti-racist

27 Back, Les (1996New Ethnicities and Urban Culture. Racisms and Multure in Young Lives. 7.

2 As an example of this, the film analyst Martin Mdoe examines the ways in which violence in Northern
Ireland is often represented in film as inevitabityal, and ‘in the blood and air’. See McLoone @Dlrish
Film: The Emergence of Contemporary Cinema.
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activists have pointed out, state power is oftgppiig complicit in the illusion of cultural
difference as the basis of discrimination, as faiseasier to throw some funds at education
and awareness-raising than to admit to the deapdftions of institutional and state racism
in modern European societies. This argument has bexst notably developed recently by
the American cultural critic George Yudice in hisalission of culture as a useful global
resource, where he argues that the increase istmeat and focus on cultural projects and
community involvement in cultural expression isexpedient means to an end; mobilising
cultural resources to tackle (and mask) social lprab and to ultimately ensure
governability in neo-liberal societiés.

Individualisation: closely related to the problem of depoliticisatien the problem of
individualisation, which at first sounds like a t@uictory result of an emphasis on ‘living
in cultures’. However dominant forms of interculilitearning — which rightly stress the
individual responsibility of the person and citizetend to approach racism as an individual
pathology, an aberration that can be addressedumyaéng the person, and this obscures the
institutional and political-economic fundaments ratism and discrimination. Individual
prejudice does exist and can be reflected on addeasged, but it is not the central locus of
the problem. As Alana Lentin writes; “Racism is itbglly described as an individual
problem, often in psychological terms, that consdmttween ‘attitudes’ and ‘prejudices’
based, it is said, on ‘ignorance’. Racism is, tfeess generally described as the problem of
those with too little exposure to the positive aied associated with ‘cultural’ or ‘ethnic’
difference; and too much exposure to the mainlyneooc disadvantages that such
‘difference’ is said to bring with i’ (2004). In training terms, this is often presentlie
assumption that getting people together, or exgogioups to each other, has the inevitable
effect of increasing tolerance and the appreciatfazultural differencé?

Relativisation:the prevalence of cultural relativism in anti-ragigvork and multiculturalist
models is mirrored by its appearance in intercalteducation. Cultural relativism — like all
unsettling discourses in their time — was an exélgnmportant way of emphasising that
there is no ‘outside’; external positions of valdithat are the exclusive property of
particular ways of life and knowing. However thelical nature of such critiques of moral
knowledge has often resulted in positions of caltlaissez faire There is no doubt that
many approaches to intercultural learning do addmsgtural relativism as a paralysing
position, but it has to be recognised that thiseptal will be limited as long as the
educational approach implicitly sanctions ‘billiatshll’ theories of culturé® Cultural
relativism is most evidently in conflict with thertets of human rights education, but must
be distinguished from arguments about human right$ cultural particularity (relativism
tends to regard ‘western discourses’ of human sigig a violence towards non-western
conceptions of the individual and justice, wherdsgussions of particularity examine the
ways in which discussions of rights are often ddfé in concrete situations around the
globe). Cultural relativism is an understandabbeten to the weight of western reflexivity,
yet it often naively assumes a logic of the ‘wasd ¢ghe rest’, and is often unable to see the
ways in which dominant elites and power blocks asdetoric of cultural relativism and
western imperialism to mask their own domestic walland often monopoly on power. In

2 yudice, George (2003Jhe Expediency of Culture: Uses of Culture in ab@loAge.

% Lentin, Alana: Racial States, Anti-racist Respong&isking Holes in ‘Culture’ and ‘Human Rights’ in
European Journal of Social Theoiyol.7 No.4 (2004).

31 On this assumption - so beloved for example oharge and immersion programmes - Anna Bagnoli’s
essay Constructing the Hybrid Identities of Eurayzeia Resituating Culturgrovides some sobering empirical
analysis.

32 A “billiard ball’ theory of culture is a shorthanday of referring to theories that tend to imagiminded
cultures meeting or encountering each other, dfissugh supposed representatives.
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training situations, cultural relativism is oftendafault position given the complexity of
unknown situations, however it is increasingly dtl® with current attempts in European
training to mainstream gender as an ever-pressue i youth work®

Orthodox-ification This aspect is more fully discussed in chapteo, tbut it can be
understood as a product of the importance attadbethtercultural learning and the
transferability of approaches that is often assuntephanifests itself in terms of assumed
results and magical solutions - if | do a youthtexgge it will make people more tolerant -
and in the calcification of a certain form of pwél correctness in youth work. Intercultural
learning lends itself to the circulation of a cldseconomy of expression, and seasoned
seminar-goers learn — for many reasons — to wotlkinvit. However this writer has had the
impression that this often cements a limited plahexpression, and | have seen many
participants labelled as ‘racist’ or unacceptalule éxpressing their opinions in ways that
seem clumsy or dissonant. What this indicates, idsbe explored in chapter two, is the
ways in which intercultural learning discourses aosv actually inadequate for discussing
many socio-cultural contexts. A further aspecths tlosure of orthodoxies is the ways in
which value-based education can easily become e than theehearsal of the values we
value It has been noted during recent research sentinairs- and admittedly the reasons for
this are complex — there is a tendency for youthrkwaiscussions to progress from an
assertion of valuable values to questions of thpérationalisation, without lingering in the
realms of ideology. Ideology is a dirty word in temporary discussions, but its importance
lies in reminding us that values sound similar luhtey are activated within inter-subjective
dialogue. Everyone agrees with empathy, but notybeely agrees with euthanasia as an
expression of empathy.

De-youthification Leaving aside the clumsy phrase, a telling eldnwénthe failures of
intercultural learning has been the ways in whithhas come to limit fine-grained
discussions of young people and the specificitiebh&r experiences. Simply put there is an
assumption that if young people are seen as meroberdtures, we have grasped the most
important aspects of their experience. In the gi@nof policy-research-practice, it has
always been mystifying that the axis youth reseangoblicy has been so much stronger than
the axis youth research - training. This may welpart be due to the assumption promoted
by intercultural learning that one’s culture is tkey to first order understanding of one’s
situation, behaviour, attitudes or opinions.

% The Human Rights education programme has placédcagasing emphasis on re-mainstreaming gender as
an implicit power dimension of all youth work sitisas. This has occurred through publications — Reangpb
Ingrid (2001)Violence Against Young Women in Eur@seminar Report and Titley, Gavan (200®uth Work
with Boys and Young Men as a Means to preventinghtel in Everyday Life and in seminars and training
courses, most recently “Training course on gendsedbaiolence” (EYCB June 2004). It is worth menitgn
here that many of the trainers involved in this\éigt have become increasingly convinced that thenifiar
discourse of cultural relativism in interculturabning has facilitated a widespread dismissah@irmportance

of gender in social politics, and in some casedrémsparently hostile attacks on anything regarded
‘feminism’.
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Chapter Two
The Long Term Training Course Intercultural Learnin g: Navigating in a

Changing Landscape

Introduction

The Long Term Training Course Intercultural Leagithat took place in 2003-4 was
designed with some of the issues and debates edtim chapter one in mind. In turn, the
course informed the discussion of the issues ag &ne mapped out here. Any training
course - not least a long term one - is alwaysniare than a laboratory for certain issues and
objectives. Therefore concentrating on certain éssees in this chapter is not to suggest
that the LTTC was primarily an exploration of ungtandings and practices of intercultural
learning. As the team concluded in evaluation, alVethe course succeeded in giving
participants the chance to assess and deepen ptatice and competences as youth
workers\activists and project-carriers, either lypmorting projects with an intercultural
dimension that by the end of the course were deeelamr developing, or by facilitating
focused reflection on why certain projects dissdlee were never assembled.

Nevertheless, the course did suggest many issnesably the presence of orthodoxies and
‘received wisdom’ in relation to intercultural l@émg and its results, the simplification and
de-politicisation inherent in certain forms of ecull analysis — that have not only informed
this discussion, but in many ways proven to bekgheimpetus for producing it. This chapter
proceeds by providing a limited overview of the s®u— including the objectives, socio-
cultural issues addressed, educational approacted and developed and project work
conducted — and a critical appraisal of the aspafcistercultural learning addressed by the
course based on the evaluation of the team. Itladas by highlighting questions raised by
the course that will be expanded on in chapteethre

Course design
The rationale of the institution

The Long Term Training Course is a format that idely associated with the DYS, and it

has been used to consolidate project developmenhénsive training in relation to a range
of target groups and work areas. Nevertheless, spi@ad recognition of the acronym

‘LTTC’ - as well as the expertise that key indivadsi have accrued over time with this
format - should not disguise the obvious fact thatcourse changes significantly in relation
to the team that implements it and the area of wlmelcourse focuses on. This is particularly
relevant to the LTTC Intercultural Learning, aseattal question for evaluation at the end of
the course was to assess whether or not this famteted meaningfully to the target group
and to their work areas. This LTTC was developettlation to expectations of the course
format, its place in the key work area “Youth Builg Peace and Intercultural Dialogue”,

and the ideas of the team concerning how a trustetthodology of project development

could be related to intercultural learning.

In institutional terms, the course was presenteldriaxgjing together two of the key training

needs expressed by partners of the DYS — projeatlalement and intercultural learning.
The circulated course description presented tHevioig rationale:
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“Since 1990, the LTTC has effectively provided paij development training using

intercultural approaches for youth workers and éeadvho carry out youth projects which
have an international, intercultural or Europeamatision. The construction of a social
Europe, and the challenges European societiesidfat@naging cultural diversity, demand
concrete action in favour of social cohesion androultural understanding. Therefore, this
course is particularly relevant for youth workerdeaders who work with young people in a
multi-cultural context, who have to deal with issu# diversity in the daily practice of their

youth work and who wish to more competently undertthe challenge of working in or

with multi-cultural groups of young people. The csmiis also designed for those youth
workers or leaders who wish to undertake projedth woung people on an international
level, or which take place within the context ofltnaultural environments”.

From this description, it is clear that the counses conceived institutionally as a ‘flagship
activity’ of the “Youth Building Peace and Intertwrial Dialogue” programme running from
2003-5. The aims of this programme are:

* To increase awareness of the importance of inten@alldialogue and education for
the development of a “culture of peace”;

* To support youth organisations and multipliers e tyouth field in developing
activities aimed at peace building and intercultdralogue;

» To provide practitioners in the fields of peace @tion and intercultural education
with materials and training relevant to their work.

Within this framework the preparatory team of theurse was invited to develop an
approach to intercultural learning that addressd competences, evolving needs and that
focused on the development of projects with arrdotiéural dimension.

The rationale of the team

Within the framework provided by the course fornaaid the institutional priorities, the
preparatory team worked to design a course thaieaded intercultural learning in a range
of ways. In preparation, the team constantly atteshpo weave the priorities of the DYS
with their own senses of why this course was neeshebwhat it could hope to achieve. In
general, intercultural learning in DYS activitieashinvolved what we could simplistically
term ‘backstage’ and ‘frontstage’ elemenBackstageintercultural learning encompasses
the ways in which the programme is designed andeim@nted in relation to factors such as
language, knowledge of the participants’ conteldarning styles and needs, appropriate
approaches to issues and debates, methodologmiakeshand it is secured through ongoing
reflection and evaluation by the team. Most if abitcourses offered by the DYS, by this
measure, are constructed with a strong backstagje. Ierontstageintercultural learning
involves explicitly addressing issues within thebnia of intercultural learning, using
methodologies understood to promote intercultueariing, and training participants to
incorporate intercultural learning approaches ieirthyouth work. The substance of
frontstage intercultural learning clearly variesnr course to course, but tends to appear as
an explicit issue in many training courses offerethe context of DYS and wider European
youth work training provision.

The team of this LTTC decided that the course shaanstantly relate frontstage and
backstage approaches. In other words, while theseonould explicitly address approaches
to intercultural learning and their relevance te Work of the participants, the course should
also be designed transparently and allow the [aatits to relate the course flow to the
intercultural learning approaches discussed. Inymreays this has become common training
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practice; courses that involve training elements @ften keen to display their constructed
nature to participants, to explain the choices madd to relate subsequent adaptations to
this open commentary on the course flow. This aggitovas further shaped in this instance
by emphasising the range of approaches and phhes®hat qualify as intercultural
learning, and by building the entire process ofjgobdevelopment on the participants’
commitment to particularising and adapting matearad approaches to their own context.

The focus on intercultural learning was developetianly through the concerted reflection
of the participants, but by channelling it into freparation, implementation and evaluation
of their projects. Therefore a key challenge far plarticipants was to explore the ways and
extents to which intercultural learning framewosrksriched their projects, and to clearly
identify and ground for themselves the ‘intercidlulimension’ of their projects. The team
also explicitly discussed what they felt to be ttlallenges of training on intercultural
learning as an area that has become a centraldéigtropean youth work. While we will
come to an in-depth discussion of the team’s idias,worth mentioning here that a usual
commitment to encouraging self-reflection and paltrisation by participants was
heightened by a feeling that intercultural learnimgs become over-burdened, and that
participants should engage in questioning the agBans they make about what
intercultural learning is and what it can achieSeen in this waythe conscious adaptation
of intercultural learning approaches to their owitugtion became an integral part of the
classic project development cycle of preparatiod amaluation.

In summary, the team decided that interculturatrieg would be pursued through the
following aspects:

» Self and others — exploring aspects of interactMthat do different theories of
culture explain about me and others? About communication, intéapon and
interaction? What is the relation of culture tontity?

* Theoretical approaches to intercultural learningverview of the key approaches
and discourses encountered in international /génterral youth work, the history of
their development and implementation, ways of eatahg their relevance to the
context and development of participants’ projects.

* The politics of culture — culture as a descrip@wvel prescriptive idea. What is gained
and lost by analysing in cultural terms? Culturel aurrent political debates in
Europe and beyond.

* Pedagogical and strategic approaches to interallti@arning — evaluating the
relevance of different approaches and ICL as aabauission / value or ICL as
pragmatic approach to avoiding conflict, whereGg hot relevant?

The approach to intercultural learning, therefqrlced heavy emphasis on participants
evaluating the relevance of adopting an intercaltlgarning framework for their project,

and constant reflection on the ways in which thegrded intercultural learning approaches
necessary, relevant and productive. The course deaggned to guide participants past
assumptions about ‘ICL’ to self-practice that didt rtake the magical properties of
intercultural learning for granted. In this waygthpproach to intercultural learning was
coherent with the ways in which the team approathegarticipants as project carriers. The
course defined a project as social action, anvatdgiron made in relation to a need. It is an
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intervention in a social context that is knownrnmaitely by the project-carrier, and where this
intimacy shapes the approaches implemented. #riged out by a social actor in partnership
with others, and with the aim of having an impdawtt however imperfectly, can be known
and built on. Projects involve power, and in comnwaith other LTTC teams this team
emphasised that participants have responsibility what they instigate and those they
involve in that process.

This responsibility is intensified by the naturetloé issues and needs that may be addressed
within the framework of an ‘intercultural projectseeing’ people, issues and processes as
cultural involves a distinct layer of responsilgilitThe team was anxious to promote
intercultural learning as a set of perspectives apdroaches that need to be constantly
related to socio-political contexts and analysisd @ao deeply committed analyses of
situations and how they might change. As chapterangued, intercultural learning has, in
some contexts, slipped into being considered aqantor everything — conflict resolution,
anti-racism, and so forth. By embedding intercalklearning in the reflection and long-term
project development of the participants, the teaped to overcome this. Bearing these
discussions in mind, the criteria for projects weegeloped as follows:

* Address the multi-cultural realities of young penpieeds for intercultural dialogue
and learning and/or situations of tension and cebfthat have a cultural or
religious dimensionWhile this description draws heavily on the langgiaf the
programme area, in the use of ‘realities’ it stessthe importance of how young
people understand and articulate their issues @amtecns. The projects should
address situations that young people face in thauati-cultural” environments, and
the needs of young people for approaches, competerskills and networks for
dealing with issues that are expressed in cultorakeligious terms or with a
comparable dimension.

* Be concrete and relevant, reflecting the situatiand challenges faced by the young
people that it addresse€©f importance here was the need to address acyplarti
community and/or target group of young people, ocal, national, or European
level. In order to be based on the real needs apdlations of the target group(s),
and to represent an added value to the community tire organisation, the project
needed to be based on meaningful social needssaalgd involvement with the
young people implicated.

* Aim at empowering young people and fostering tpanticipation Empowerment
and patrticipation should be understood in a br@sde as strategies to overcome or
counter barriers of many kinds, including dimensiofsocial exclusion, oppression,
discrimination or isolation that can be encountdsgd/oung people. This objective
can be pursued through, for example, the developroérprojects that involve
education and training, or the development of patfsvfor different kinds of
participation. What is important, however, is thia¢ projects are realistic in what
they assume they can achieve and that they arsedoiced by rhetoric that creates
misleading impressions.

* Be based on an intercultural approadBiven the in-depth discussion above, the
substance of this criterion needed to be develbgdte participants themselves.
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Have clear aims and objectivé=or a project to be a project it must have a begmn
and an end - even if a follow-up is foreseen - sataallow an evaluation and
assessment of the results achieved. An emphastbeoclarity of objectives also
allowed the participants to properly question homyt understood an ‘intercultural
dimension’ to their projects and what they wantegddrsue in relation to it.

Run by and for young peopl€he project carriers were expected to be in a ijoosit
to engage deeply with the young people whose néegyshoped to address, and to
be aware that a project must also be groundedeinmiys that people understand
their own needs. Particularly given the associatioh intercultural learning with
conflict resolution, anti-racism and so forth, team was keen to avoid ‘evangelical’
projects superimposed on a target group and conféxtis a condition of
development was that young people be involved éndéfinition of the project, its
implementation and evaluation, and involved asnaaigt and not just “recipients”.
Projects should also be run by a team, of whichptiogect carrier that participates in
the LTTC is a member.

Carried out in the framework of an organisation association.A criterion that
became a source of important evaluation was thistémce that projects be carried
out in an associative context, and that as faroasiple possible, the projects should
correspond to the priorities of the organisatiomssociation. Relatedly, the scope of
the project needed to relate to the capacity (imdw and financial terms) of the
organisation promoting it.

Initiated during the course Each project was simultaneously a real social
intervention and a learning process for the propantrier. Therefore the project
needed to be open enough to be shaped during thieeg@and also implemented to
some degree during the duration of the course.

Aims, participant profile and course format

Based on this discussion of the integration ofedéht aspects of intercultural learning into
an LTTC format, the following aim and objectivesre/éormulated:

Aim: To train youth leaders and workers to develop ptejand associative strategies with
an intercultural dimension and based in the valuesnoted by the youth sector of the
Council of Europe (democracy, active citizenshimuth participation, intercultural
education and peace).

Supported by the following objectives:

1. To enable participants to prepare, run and evalaapeoject with an intercultural

dimension in all its aspects. Central to these @spwill be a consideration of the
participant as intercultural actor, the importanoé intercultural educational
philosophies and methodologies and a wider coraiiger of intercultural issues in
organisations and society;
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2. To develop participants’ skills in the areas of:
» Overall project and specific programme development;
* Project management
» Evaluation
» in the context of their organisation;

3. To facilitate and support relevant innovation injpct form and content in relation to
established approaches in the participants’ orgéniss and experiences;

4. To provide information about European institutioeguctures and programmes for
youth work with an intercultural dimension;

5. To motivate and enable participants to share tla@iquired knowledge and
experience and to act as multipliers;

6. To analyse and engage with the language and cancsptd to approach national,
political, religious, linguistic, lifestyle and geer diversity in youth work;

7. To develop and support youth projects that can lasecial impact embedded in the
needs and realities of the young people they addres

The long-term training course format is demandifiglbconcerned, and it places particular
demands on participants to both develop projecthesningful interventions and to learn
and adapt during that process of development. Toieof participants is therefore crucial
for attracting people who will both benefit fromethraining in a context that can support
them, and who in turn can contribute to the coutsar organisation and target group. Once
again, this general consideration was heightenethéyature of the projects likely to take
place under the rubric of intercultural learnindhefefore the team devised a participant
profile that emphasised the need for a cohereegralea embedded in a community and a
supporting organisation, initiative or network, amdlemonstrable level of activity on the
part of the youth worker or youth leader. Furthemma@rospective participants needed to
‘own’ their projects to a significant extent — ither words, have enough control, freedom
and support to change and adapt the original ideangl the progress of the course. The
exact participant profile can be found in the apjiess.

The Course Format

Given that the LTTC is organised around two redidérseminars, it is important to
emphasise that it is actually comprised of threasph; an introductory seminar, a project
phase and an evaluation seminar. This format résj@esommitment over time and intense
involvement with a project, and the course wasgiesi as both an intensive training and an
open learning process based on participant experiand exchange. Group interaction and
mutual engagement was important during all phased,needed to be sustained while the
nature of the group shifted between and duringehstages. This particular LTTC also
benefited by convening regional meetings of paréinis in the latter half of the project
phase, with the aim of assessing progress to datecapturing issues for the evaluation
seminar.
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The chart below outlines the course format.

2003
May 2004

Project phase

Phase Dates Place Function

Euro Exploring the key issues and institutional framekvof

pean ) .
Youth the course. Development of thprojects with the
Introduction |November Centre assistance of the trainers and the other partitsg
seminar 2003 Strasbourg Basic information on European youth work, work ba
E " | course themes. Project planning and managemeis.

rance Additional skills training.

- Participants implement their projects in their cowr
November | Participants’ b P bro) g

country anc
organisation

Networking with other participants and projectssit4
by team members to participants’ projects/ regi
meetings of participants to discuss project pragres

Evaluation

) June 2004
seminar

European
Youth
Centre
Budapest,

Hungary

Evaluation of the projects and the training. Cortipie
of skills training. Contributions for the developmeof
networks amongst partgants and their organisatiot
Reviewing the Kkey educational approaches
preparing for the course follow-up.

A

C

Approaches to intercultural learning during the LTC

As one would expect, the course as a whole andtgdocking elements were designed and
modified to take account of knowledge of the p#tots’ learning styles and needs,
preferred and unsettling modes of interaction, ghdéting group dynamics over time, the
relationship of issues to methodologies, and sthfdrhis section, however, is limited to
commenting on the ‘frontstage’ ways in which intdtgral learning and the intercultural
dimension of participants’ projects were approacti@eerall, the course attempted to draw
participants’ attention to the broad, discursivéura of intercultural learning, the different
and often conflicting ways in which culture is urgteod and deployed, and to sharpen their
critical skills in applying and adapting ideas, g@actives, methodologies and approaches to
the needs of their target group and project. Thessoshied away from privileging particular
approaches. Instead, its distinct preference wagddicipants to engage in what could be
termed emic reflection; constituting their intettcwdl practice from an open consideration of
relevance, rather than assuming the relevance @frias and ideas simply because they can
be linked to something called intercultural leagiithe course sought to do this in a number

of ways:

Introduction seminar

Through personal and group reflection on previoMpegences of intercultural

learning, and from this aiming to unpick the relaships between the context in
which it took place, the issues addressed, thetignssraised, what they felt they

learnt, and so forth.

An interactive presentation and subsequent disoossthat introduced different

approaches to intercultural learning, and thangited to emphasise their historical
and social nature rather than the ‘objective-sdienteneer that is so often used to
over-extend the relevance of particular method@egiThe session aimed to map
main senses of culture and intercultural learniftgroencountered in youth work; to
present some reasons for the elevation of cultorsuth a central importance in
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contemporary politics and education; to comparéehtideas of cultureas ways
that have been developed to conceptualise interactrith others (specifically
national-romantic ideas, changing anthropologiggraaches, UNESCO-influenced
approaches, contemporary critical evaluations); examine the tensions in
discussions of culture between living culturallyrgpess) and living in cultures
(belonging); further to this, to examine the tensb@tween culture as a descriptive
and prescriptive concept; and to examine diffeiieas of multiculturalism and
interculturalism the participants may be familiathw

The project development process — that in some feraommon to nearly all Long
Term Training Courses — was adapted to include exifsp step examining ‘the
intercultural dimension’ of the project, and thiges was used to consolidate the
social needs analysis conducted at the beginnimg),t@ ground the objectives and
proposed activities of the project. The entire pescstressed the need for ethical,
conceptual, political and practical ownership @ titoject by the project carrier, and
this overall stress was focused on the ways in hwithe project was designated
‘intercultural’. In particular, facilitation in pfect groups aimed to develop the
reflexiveness of participants about the realityttedir project, the connections they
had with their target group, the ways in which thieyew about needs and
experiences in that context, and how they felt tveye perceived and related to by
their target group.

An input on ‘intercultural trainer competences’ erigled from theEducation Pack
and theCommunity Training Moduf& — was included in a session on skills and
competences of project carriers. However it is irtggt to note that these
competences were not presented as states of lheihg {youth worker should attain,
but rather as responses to particular challengasptirticipants could use to reflect
on the demands of their own context and agencyimith

Project phase

There was no specific programme on any aspecteotdrse during this phase other
than to offer support, feedback and advice eithesugh the e-group, bilaterally or

during the regional meetings. In many instancesusisions took place during the
regional meetings where the ideas and assumptiartcipants had made about
various aspects — centrally including the intexaalt — were reflected upon. It is fair
to say that for a significant number of projectse tvays in which they had been
conceptualised, most evidently in the social ansly®nducted and the needs
identified, had shifted, and this called into gimstthe ways in which many

participants had approached the intercultural dsigenof their project.

Evaluation phase

The evaluation phase linked intercultural learrtimghe social analysis, and the ways
in which the participants had initially conceptsalil and planned their projects. An
interactive input on social analysis that guides ghoup through a reflection on their
own process of analysis emphasised the ways inhwgrigjects are based on planned,
conscious inquiries that (a) give reason and meatura project; (b) by identifying
particular and important questions; (c) by pursuiatpvant ways of investigating
those questions; (d) and by analysing the impbeetiof the information gathered
impact on the design and implementation of the gmtojlt examined the ways in
which project carriers always already stand witlhieir contexts, and how they can

3 See Otten et al (1999ommunity Project for Developing Training Modules Youth WorkersDeveloped
within the framework of Action IV of Priority Actios in the Youth Field. Service National de la Jasee
Luxembourg.
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reflect on how they know what they know about thelves in relation to their target
group and their vision of the target groups’ nedtlsalso concentrated on how
‘issues’ or ‘problems’ are framed and investigatedrounding the project. To quote
from this session: “Social problems — exclusiomlemce, poverty, racism — are
multi-dimensional, which means that they have masgyects that must be analysed
and considered, and many actors that are impdadaake account of. Social analysis
asks us to move beyond the labels and obvious magsgand to identify the
dimensions of a problem, and the ways in which éhdsnensions influence the
planning and implementation of the project. Accogdito our experience and
knowledge, it may often be the case thvat see what we knpwiow do we move
beyond that to examine the dimensions of a sossaid? A good metaphor may be to
think of using different lenses (glasses, binogyltglescopes) at and different angles
to look at an issue”.

* Following on from the social analysis, a group Egssn the intercultural dimension
of the projects linked the development of intenaxdt learning strategies to the
viability of the social analysis. It stressed thecessarily contextual nature of
intercultural learning, the need to embed suchteggres in questions of difference
and power, and attempted to facilitate a spac@daticipants to openly question the
relevance of intercultural learning to their prajexxperience. The ‘pyramid of
discrimination® was used to consider the levels and ways in wiitércultural
youth education can make an intervention, to aedlys limits of such interventions,
and to examine how intercultural youth work is itelated with different forms of
social, educational, political and legal interventilt was noted by the team that this
moment in the course was crucial; it emphasised rteed for a functioning
associative context and for a proper consideratiowhat a project aims to achieve
and how it proposes to sustain than intervention.

* An objective of the evaluation seminar was to pleviargeted training on emergent
issues or skills identified by the team and sugge$ly the participants during the
project phase. As a part of this several workshogr® offered that addressed aspects
of the broad area intercultural learning. One gragfed as an open discussion on
issues that the participants had encountered asited@ito discuss, or questions they
wished to raise; a second considered the seleetmhadaptation of intercultural
educational methodologies; a third examined ‘idesgtiand diversity in youth work’
by discussing the contemporary importance attathedrtain aspects of identity and
the implications of visible and invisible diversityr youth work practice.

* The evaluation groups charged with analysing tlugept phase evaluated the ways
in which the intercultural dimension of projectsdhdeveloped, and the relationship
between the initial map devised by participants twedways in which they saw their
project’s interculturality nine months later.

Reflection on intercultural learning during the LTT

The in-depth course evaluation provides ample ewmedethat the course proved to be a
valuable and many-dimensioned learning experiencehie group, and that their personal
intercultural learning was enhanced by many aspettthe programme and the group
interaction. As with previous sections, this sati® restricted to examining the ‘frontstage’

% This pyramid presents a logic of increasing hasned violence building on integral levels of esdatatSo,

for example, physical violence is high-up the pyidinibout is sustained by processes further down sisch
‘denial of inequality’ and ‘social stereotyping’. version of it can be sourced from //www.salto-yooet/find-
a-tool/393.html | have encountered it as it hasnbadapted and used by the European Peer Training
Organisation (EPTO) in their Trainer's Manual.
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issues of the course, and to discussing the preparteam’s impressions of the issues
raised. It must be emphasised here that the fatigwioints are based on observation,
recollection and discussion. The team did not cohdesearch in any structured or semi-
structured form, but given their awareness of tleganissues contained in this document,
were constantly alert to aspects present duringcthese. Summarising and organising
points in this way inevitably diminishes nuance, e points that follow can, in the team’s
opinion, be extracted from this course to an exwemthy of further discussion in a wider

European youth work community. Many of these poets united by a critique of the

orthodoxy of intercultural learning, and the wagsaihich that now obscures specific youth
work experiences and challenges.

1. Intercultural learning as a superficial discourse

Every network organised around particular work sreavelops what appears to be a
language of its own, where concepts and termsa@enged in relation to a fluid yet shared
range of expectations and discursive commonalifiéait said, the team had the constant
impression that the language of intercultural leagrused by participants was in many ways
a mantra lacking in substance and ungrounded ithywork contexts that could eventually
inject it with substance. It is possible that catrgouth formats and programmes encourage
‘application form-ese’, and some participants seent@ampered by the practice of
assembling recognised phrases about the valuengpartance of interculturalism without
necessarily linking it to their own practice angbesence or to that of a community affected
by the issues or problems being addressed. It dHmilnoted that there are undoubtedly a
host of reasons for this. For a start, the almatsi hegemony of English as the language of
European training inevitably involves the circutatiof a particular vocabulary in training
situations, and it is also probable that this giremy participants a language that is more
immediately intersubjective and inclusive. Nevelgls, it is also something of an
inevitability that this kind of limited discoursegscribes the responses of many participants,
and prevents them from reaching for new and diggomays of describing their motivation,
context and work. In short, a shared, over-burdéaeguage of intercultural learning may to
an important extent shape what participants adteulrather than provide them with the
possibility to articulate what they know and expade. In this way, intercultural learning
can be related to orthodoxy efxpression where complex realities are milled through
accepted formulations.

2. Intercultural learning as a magic formula

It was strongly felt by the team that the importataid at the feet of intercultural learning in
the rhetoric, programmes and priorities of manyueftial bodies has had a debilitating
effect on some participants’ ability to criticalbhape their own priorities and opinions. It
seemed as if participants, initially at least, feitle freedom to question what they
considered to be received wisdom about what intien@l learning can achieve, even if this
ran contrary to their own experiences. A salutaigneple is the belief that a youth exchange
results in increased tolerance and cultural plsimalias if such conditions were an inevitable
consequence of the form rather than a self-serfang of programmatic justification. Thus
several participants — whose exchange experiendepagently not resulted in happy days
and good things — individualised this as persoaiiife rather than as the result of accepting
a faulty equation. Bluntly, if the YOUTH programmesists that exchanges create
intercultural understanding, some of our group it feel free to question the plethora of
assumptions that such institutional marketing imgsl Thus at this level, the orthodoxy is
one ofdeterminisman algebra where failure is always in the apgibce and never in the
fundamentally flawed nature of the equations.
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3. Intercultural learning as a general panacea

A further aspect of the ubiquity and over-extenswinintercultural learning was the
prevalent assertion during the course that intarall learning — and its axiomatic
conditions of tolerance and understanding — wasce@ftral importance to conflicts
(regardless of scale and intensity) and that i&vitable result, if properly deployed, was
progress towards various forms of harmony. Implitithis over-extension and inflation of
the scope and properties of intercultural learnisgthe first order over-extension and
inflation of culture as an orienting concept. Imert words, when culture is empowered as
the meta-frame within which human life is to be lekped, and stubborn cultural differences
are constantly understood as the static ‘causel odnge of social problems, approaches
which promise analytical control and some form atervention are understandably
seductive. The paradox of culture — where the meitiog of particularity sanctions
universalising approaches — is constantly activatkén complex realities are reduced to
cultural logics that can be presented as mutualtpgnisable in a training context. It was the
feeling of the team that the general difficulty kvisocial analysis — intensified by the
sometimes fleeting or limited relationships thamsoparticipants had with their target
groups - was to some degree a product of a depeadem intercultural learning as a
transferable feast. To give an example, in somgegrodevelopments, an implicit
assumption was that intercultural learning — inghape of a youth exchange for example —
would combat social exclusion. This set of assuomgtiresulted in an orthodoxy of
interpretation if everybody is primarily framed as cultural, theimilar cultural strategies
may well apply to everybody with broadly similasuts.

4. Intercultural learning as reductionist depoligation

Closely related to the observations concerningpidugcity of social analysis and the over-
extension of intercultural learning, is the teasénse that intercultural learning is an arena
that has become thoroughly depoliticised. This Measted itself in analysis and assumed
solutions to socio-political issues. The prevalemée'billiard ball’ theories of cultural
contact and management undoubtedly contribute g¢cetlacuation of power and forms of
capital from the analyses of situations developedind the course. While it is a
simplification, it sometimes appeared as if mingritajority relations — an area of key
political education in the DYS — were approached aballenge for managerial partnership,
rather than as multi-dimensional situations invadyviweighty and dynamic historical and
geo-political legacies of inequality. Central tasthdepoliticisation is the individualisation of
problems and solutions alluded to in chapter oreeaTsurprising extent, the discussion of
different issues was often reduced to the neednfne awareness and more tolerance, and
insufficiently related to contexts of interpretatiand action. A recurring manifestations of
this included the common construction of racismaasndividual pathology and aberration
necessitating re-education. Another was the coowvi¢hat social problems can be overcome
through youth work as a form of evangelism; pagption is only about enthusiasm and
motivation, not about competences, power relatieesyurces, and so forth. With regard to
this, the team tentatively considered whether tihacational project of self-responsibility
and awareness central to training has diluted dnengitment to evidence-based youth work
and social analysis. This was especially prevalentdiscussions of motivation and
empowerment. This may be summarised as an orthodbxgductionism where people,
issues and educational processes are simplified ragdrded as readily susceptible to
formulaic approaches.
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Intercultural learning in changing youth work pradgtes

These observations are not intended as criticeatédns on the youth work practice of the
course participants, they merely identify the wagswhich intercultural learning was
difficult to relate to the experience of their @oj and target group. It must also be born in
mind, of course, that the sessions in which theskbaiks emerged were undoubtedly
subjective and imperfect. Instead, they shoulddaal ras aspects of a wider phenomenon -
the changing pathways in and through youth workcWhwere apparent at this course. In
many instances it transpired that participants laited kinds contact with their target
groups (when judged in relation to that of a ‘clelsgouth leader or worker), and in some
cases settled on a target group that they felt dvbel interesting and challenging. In other
words, rather than stemming from grounded expeeieantd a focused analysis of needs,
many projects appeared as attractive ideas inlsed& reality they could insert themselves
into. Similarly, many participants had associatvaekgrounds which were far removed from
the classical image of a youth worker or activisibedded in an organisation. Instead, they
were members of networks, or affiliated with orgations for the sake of developing their
project, and engaged in youth work as a particasgect of their current interests.

It should be noted that many participants — whokedras local youth workers in a stable
organisational context — took a sustainable rolteuigh the LTTC, and the successes and
development of their projects was a result not aflytheir work but also of them being
involved in contexts where a project was neededcaudd be moulded and enhanced. On
the other hand, the weaknesses of interculturahileg discussed above could be related to
the more free-floating experience of a significgmbportion of the participants. Those
participants who were - to adapt Pirandelli — projgarriers in search of a context and target
group, experienced the following barriers to acedble extent:

* The lack of ongoing first hand experience of agtrgroup’ precipitated a fall-back
on the individualised discourse and over-relianedaymulaic intercultural learning
discussed above;

* The lack of real experience of project implemeptainevitably led to a reliance on
received wisdom rather than particularised invesiosn and evaluation;

» Assuming that intercultural learning — to some ekteresults in increased peace and
harmony alienated many from approaching the skjftgnamics and issues within
the training group as core material for intercwdtuearning. Difficult processes were
the ‘fault’ of the group, not inevitable and unemgliprocesses of interaction and
negotiation.

* Most importantly, the dissonance between the dattifliscourse of intercultural
learning and their project experience increaseddiffeculty of finding a way to
express and discuss what they had done, what lpgethed, and how they wanted to
use this reflection in their future youth work.

In their analysis of the evaluation seminar, thentefelt that many significant shifts had

taken place in relation to these issues. For exanmmpény participants noted their renewed
sense of the importance of a real foundationalad@arialysis, and their own realisation that
interculturalism can be demystified and approadhedore modest terms. This undoubtedly
made an important contribution to the competenddawase participants as future project-
carriers. However given that an objective of tharese was the development of projects as
meaningful social interventions, the team felt ttheg personal learning of the participants
had in some ways eclipsed the core importance pleimented projects. This, among other
reflections present in this chapter, raises questibat will be outlined in chapter three.
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Chapter Three:
Mapping New Routes

The previous chapters have raised a number of ignestbout the practice of intercultural
learning, its relevance to the target groups of BS’s training offer, and the ongoing
centrality of the label and assumptions surroundmercultural learning in the youth work
of the Council of Europe. This chapter attemptsharpen and extend these questions, to
suggest some routes and possibilities for condideraand to offer them for further
discussion.

The training practice and framework of intercultuldearning

(a) If intercultural learning is to be rescued frambloatedness, training approaches need to
developcritical literacy with regard to the conceptual, educational andipal discourses
that culture is implicated in. It could be argubdttintercultural education for trainers needs
to develop a ‘helicopter view' of the porous fieldnd to train in ways of adapting,
innovating and discarding ideas and methodolodiasgimply have at best no purchase and
at worst regressive political associations. A sstiga would be that a training session
designed for a known target group should assesstéscultural approach in relation to the
following questions:

In terms of the guiding idea of culture at worky kpiestions should include:

What kind of conditioning is attributed to the idafaculture being employed?ow does this
conditioning relate to questions of agency? Howcudture conceptualised in relation to
other intersectional elements of identity, suclgasder, class, religion, politics, sexuality,
location, and biography? What is the hidden prefixhe term when spoken (e.g. national,
ethnic, regional)? How does one learn culture? Hibwes one belong to a culture? What is
the declared\assumed location of culture? How itucal change explained, if at all? What
degree of internal homogeneity is attributed taund, and does this remain at an abstract
level or is it applied to particular contexts? Wheatltural rights and legitimacies are
explored? What is the intellectual and politicastiory of the idea of culture being employed,
and how is it related to the context in which itleployed?

How cultural encounters or relationships are imedinlepends heavily on the theory of
culture being deployed:

In what ways are the groups or cultures in thisateinship imagined and delineated? How
and by whom is cultural membership attributed?Hswhie context of encounter considered,
both in the methodology employed, and the actuatest in which the educational activity

takes place? What are the assumed and desired quasees of cultural encounter? Does
cultural exchange take place, and if so how andavhy

In terms of learning, different approaches to icuéiural education posit different learning
goals, and notions of what should and can be learnt
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How is the individual imagined as a cultural acto¥What is the aim of intercultural
learning; efficiency, assimilation, self-reflexivsms? What does one learn about culture or
cultures? How is intercultural learning linked tdher educational foci, such as human
rights education and citizenship? How is it treat@drelation to society and political
economy?

(b) It is not enough for intercultural learningdesess its relevance in relation to discourses
of culture and interculturalism, it must also exaeniits relationship to other areas of
education and other ways of examining human intenacParticular areas of work need to
be reclaimed from a general notion of everythindlapsed into “ICL”. Intercultural
pedagogy is central to organising inclusive andigipatory activities within these areas of
work, but it is not a rubric or topic that unitelé these areas of work. Needs encountered
during the LTTC, and that need to be examined idewprogrammatic terms, included an
explicit return to anti-racism and anti-discrimiloat, training on social analysis and social
research in the context of project developmentembtedded youth work, problem-solving
in contexts where cultural issues are activatechaut recourse to the orthodoxies of
tolerance and awareness, and relating culturaltigmlito citizenship and activism,
particularly in the new focus areas of ‘inter-redigs dialogue’ and ‘conflict transformation’.

(c) It follows from (b) that an open discussion abthe political nature of intercultural
learning needs to take place. It was the distimepression of the LTTC team that
intercultural learning was regarded as a polittegfzone by many; a form of social
managerialism and individual engineering. It goéthout saying that this is also a politics
of education, but it has disguised its own ideoldgyr anti-racism and anti-discrimination to
be foregrounded once again, an open debate onimibatultural learning wants to achieve
must be had in relation to contemporary debatesignation, nationalism, and so forth. It is
the impression of this author that another reasoribfe collapse of political education like
anti-racism into ‘intercultural learning’ is thatntercultural learning is far more
institutionally and politically friendly than an extly oppositional practice. This fatuousness
is based on the assumption that it is nicer tofdre cultural diversity than ‘against’ racism,
as if replacing storm clouds with sun beams onweather forecast actually changes the
weather experienced. Is this the case? Or is plgi@mnother symptom of cyclical priorities
and the widespread presumption that racism is &dudy cultural ignorance? It is
regretabloe that anti-racism has to a large extean shired off to minority youth work and
Human Rights Education, which mitigates against engeneral discussions of racism
against minorities.

(d) It is the contention of this document that @iplnti-racism work needs to be a visible
priority and committed practice of informed youtlork. As we have seen, intercultural
learning is not a surrogate, it is at best a placébthe current climate shaped by the erosion
of civil liberties, doctrines of national securithe implicit criminalisation of ‘Islamic
minorities’ and the frightening intersection of tiear on terror’ and anti-migration politics,
it might be argued that not only is anti-racismotal but that ten years on from tiAd!
Different All Equalcampaign a more radical mobilisation might be negl Anti-racism
should be supported as anti-racism without elaboetasion; it is ok to be against
something, full stop. What this further suggestthat whatever is practised as intercultural
learning in a tense political climate is unavoigabblitical education, through its inclusions
and exclusionsThis paper contends that responsible, adequatehyaairk can no longer
abstract these concerns to issues of cultures e problematic relationsOf course, this
in turn has implications for the visions, approached skills of trainers.
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(e) The first implication of this, especially fdret programmes of the DYS, is that it may be
useful to examine the ways in which intercultur@arhing meaningfully integrates into
current priority work areas. In other words, notyodo distinct work priorities need to be
rescued from the amorphous notion ‘ICL’, but theertise and practice of the DYS in
intercultural learning can be channelled into exang the distinct debates and issues likely
to be encountered in Human Rights education, aisilzg education, anti-racism work,
broader anti-discrimination, and to suggest gumsi and develop approaches to
particularising intercultural learning within theniihere is a need to re-map intercultural
learning’s contribution — perhaps in a curriculumaodular way - to these areas in relation
to contextual relevance, skills, training needsyplent debates, and so forth.

() This integrative approach has to be coupledh whe realisation discussed in chapters one
and two that debates about issues look radicaftgrdnt from different viewpoints, and that
ultimately it is only the trainer responsible whancevaluate the relevance and purchase of
resources and methodologies with their group antheir training context. Added to this
contention is the recent work produced by Hendrite®on trainers as knowledge brokers,
and by this author on the idea of the trainer &sasoesearcher within the context of DYS
debates about training. The cumulative implicatidrthese arguments is that trainers are
likely to be interested in training that engagethvguestions of socio-cultural complexity
and educational adequacy, that examines the ‘héwdaptation and does not rest merely
with the disclaimer ‘should’.

(g) This kind of overhaul should not be taken toamehat a plethora of new tools and
resources is necessary. One of the interesting ctsspef the over-extension and
depoliticisation of intercultural learning is thense that older publications — such as the
Education Pack “Ten Theses on Intercultural Learning” and t@emmunity Training
Modulesare actually more relevant than the modish sirariajames and toolboxs that have
been developed subsequently. This is undoubtedbause products of the Campaign
Against Racism, Xenophobia Anti-Semitism and Intatee and of the era preceding it were
not confused about the politics and limits of intétural learning, and they operated within
a different kind of training economy. With thismmind, it is a welcome development that a
new edition of theEducation Packwill be made available both in print and online twit
Compas¥, as this represents the kinds of new, targetedraadrative directions this paper
is arguing for.

The institutional importance and location of intetdtural learning

(a) 1t may well be that the DYS needs to considereads-based analysis of intercultural
learning. The implications of the Long Term Trami@ourse Intercultural Learning are that
it cannot be assumed that intercultural learning &aegister in the lives and associative
strategies of the young people coming to the ceumad furthermore, that it has a relevance
to the young people that they in turn work witheTquestion, simply put, is who needs what
we are offering? And relatedly, is it reaching ge®ple that should be reached? A continued
programme of intercultural learning demands a farexdifferentiated offer, which in turn
demands a greater knowledge of the needs on thendyahannels for accessing youth
groups, networks and communities who have speciéieds, and a more sophisticated
process of selection. Suggestions from the teatheoL TTC for new selection procedures
are included in the appendix of this paper. Morealdly, the educational offer of

% Compasss an educational manual for human rights edusatiith young people produced by the DYS's
Human Rights Education Programme.
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intercultural learning may need in future to beduhsn evidence-based recommendations
building on a renewed needs analysis.

(b) It must also be questioned if the political stoaction of work priorities, and the ways in
which they are described, are adequate to the elsangthe intercultural learning field that
are requiredThe LTTC Intercultural Learning took place withimetframework of “Inter-
Religious Dialogue” and “Intercultural Dialogue”, bt only very occasionally did these
phrases describe anything about the needs andesigdlk of the youth workers and activists
present.More presciently, and perhaps more controversidlig unavoidably aspirational
and inoffensive language and objectives of the ‘thiobuilding Peace and Intercultural
Dialogue” programme (DJSPC200211Youth Programme32602005) reflect the key
assumptions about interculturality that this docoimkas sought to critique. Culture is
everywhere, and a ‘culture of peace’ is the primalg'Social and political differences’ are
identified as key social problems, and intercultud&@logue is promoted as the answer.
Despite the wealth of research that advocates sigeamstructing conflicts in cultural terms
- as it simplifies, suggests atavism and normaltbesrepressive discourses of conflict —
conflict transformation is held to be possible tigb multicultural youth activities. It is of
course unfair to read documents of this nature assime educational logics from them,
however on the other hand they act as flagshiptigallistatements, and are complicit in
cementing the paucities of current interculturakrteng.

These paucities once again include a focus on dextalised liberal constructions of
dialogue — between faiths and cultures — withotdremce to the ways in which this dilutes
guestions of power within nation-states, for exampk the racialisation of religious groups
in contemporary Europe. Faiths do not meet on al lphaying field in an exalted European
public sphere. Furthermore, at least from this per8ve, the acceptance of a primary
framework of ‘Inter-Religious’ dialogue seems toligate the noxious simplicities and
political prejudices otlash of civilisationsstyle arguments, without an explicit recognition
that religious identities and articulations of gadus politics are bound up in Europe with
geo-political issues. It is naive to assume thaming educational needs within this
implicitly political framework can be presented apolitical, or be removed from the
repressive ‘security’ agenda it is embedded in. Andlly, the by now familiar relationship
of culture and conflict re-appears as a cousinhaf framework, replaying the arguments
discussed in this document regarding the riskseofqiving culture as the locus of conflict
and the source of its transformation.

In conclusion, this discussion has sought to atgaeit is time for the kind of reflection and
needs-analysis that activities like the Long Termaifling Course advocate to course
participants to be applied to the concepts, ideab educational assumptions that have
become conventional in European training practideas argued that culture is an important
concept rendered opaque and inadequate by theedefimgork it is required to do in and
across complex societies in the ‘entangled modesibf the Council of Europe. It analyses
the ways in which hybrid practices of intercultul@rning have morphed into something
called ‘ICL’, and contended that this threatens v¥beacity of educational approaches and
the political validity of this broad educationaloprct we are engaged in. It concludes by
reflecting on the fact that institutional priorgi@nd the ways they are expressed involve a
high degree of political capital, and that at thenment particular foci relating to culture and
its consequences are unaware of the political eéhangl accents they validate. To finish with
the title, if ‘culture’ can be seen as a ‘plastpglitical and contingent’ concept, then
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education about culture and ‘cultures’ needs talbe to the constant shifts and dilemmas
involved in working with it.
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Appendix 1:

Call for participation for the LTTC Intercultural L earning

Youth Building Peace
and Intercultural
OFFURGPE e L EUROPE Dialogue

Long Term Training Course

Intercultural Learning

A European Training for Youth Leaders and Youth

Workers carrying out projects

with young people in a multi-cultural context

November 2 — 16 2003
European Youth Centre, Strasbourg

June 2004

European Youth Centre, Budapest

Profile and aims

of the course

oft
Directorate of Youth and SP oft
L'

Application form

B : ¢
Direction de Ia jeuness®

WWW.coe.int/youth
DJS/LTTC-ICL (2003) 1 eng.
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Why train youth leaders and workers?

Over recent years, training has become an incrglgsimportant instrument to pursue the
aims and principles of the Council of Europe’s youytolicy. Similarly, within youth
movements and institutions, it is nowadays ackndgeel that the ever-growing complexity
and diversity of youth work requires competent amativated volunteers or staff members
to secure quality and a maximisation of resultst #mse active in youth work, on a
volunteer or remunerated basis, temporarily or peently, the commitment put into and
the experience acquired in youth work can be bet&red in other professional circles if
accompanied by training.

At the level of European youth activities — and wheay be broadly defined as European
youth work — training is necessary and importanbiider to prepare those volunteers or
professionals to act within an international angkrcultural environment and, generally to
develop their competence to work and act withinuaogean framework. The priorities of

international youth organisations and also thosth@fCouncil of Europe have traditionally

been put in this area, through the training of égado run international youth activities,

youth projects, to run and develop European orgéiniss and generally to participate in the
definition of European youth policy.

The need for intercultural competence has also egimighted in the European Union's
Youth for Europe and now in the Youth programmePArtnership exists between the
Council of Europe and the European Commission,igegcin the area of training youth.

Within non-formal education — a priority area fdretDirectorate of Youth and Sport —
training and education activities form the backbohgouth work. While their non-formal
nature gives them credibility, flexibility and ireased relevance to the young people’s
needs, their status and quality can only improvih &n increase in the number of qualified
and trained youth workers and youth leaders workirtge field.

The Long Term Training Course “Intercultural Learning” -
A European Training for Youth Leaders and Youth Workers carrying

out projects with young people in a multi-cultural context

The Long Terms Training Course (LTTC) is one of thest intensive training courses
offered by the Directorate of Youth and Sport af thouncil of Europe. It aims to enable
youth workers and youth leaders (both professioaatsvolunteers) to give an international,
European and intercultural dimension to their yoortbjects and to become more effective
the preparation, implementation and evaluation ofity projects with an intercultural
dimension or that take place within a multi-cultuwantext. The partners of the Council of
Europe Directorate of Youth and Sport: internatior@n-governmental youth organisations,
national youth councils and municipal, regionahational youth services regularly express
the need to offer their members training which easdes project development and
intercultural learning.

Since 1990, the LTTC has effectively provided pecojelevelopment training using
intercultural approaches for youth workers and éeadvho carry out youth projects which
have an international, intercultural or Europeametision. The construction of a social
Europe, and the challenges European societiesifat@naging cultural diversity, demand
concrete action in favour of social cohesion andrgultural understanding. Therefore, this
course is particularly relevant for youth workerdeaders who work with young people in a
multi-cultural context, who have to deal with issu# diversity in the daily practice of their
youth work and who wish to more competently undextthe challenge of working in or
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with multi-cultural groups of young people. The csmiis also designed for those youth
workers or leaders who wish to undertake projedth woung people on an international
level, or which take place within the context oflthaultural environments.

Since the end of the 1990’s the issues of peacénderidultural dialogue have become more
important key areas of work for the DYS. From 2@6Ghe end of 2002, the work in this
area was concentrated on young people who experiéeacin regions of conflict. For the
years 2003 to 2005, the Directorate of Youth anarSjas initiated a broad based
programme on “Youth Building Peace and Intercultubéalogue”, considering young
people to important carriers for the promotion ofwdture of peace and for intercultural
dialogue. The aims of the three year programme are:

* To increase awareness of the importance of inten@alldialogue and education for
the development of a “culture of peace”;

* To support youth organisations and multiiplierstie youth field in developing
activities aimed at peace building and intercultdralogue;

* To provide practitioners in the fields of peace @diion and intercultural education
with materials and training relevant to their work.

This LTTC is one of the highlight training actieis within the three year programme of the
DYS on “Youth Building Peace and Intercultural @iglie”.

Aims and objectives of the training course
Within the context outlined above, the “Long Termmaifiing Course - Intercultural

Learning” aims to:

Empower and train youth leaders and workers to ldpverojects and associative
strategies with an international, European or aeraultural dimension and taking
place in a multi-cultural context and based in ¥akies of democracy, active youth
citizenship, civil society, youth participation aimdercultural education.

Specific objectives:

- To enable participants to prepare, run and evalam®ject with an intercultural / multi-
cultural dimension in all its aspects;

- To develop participants’ skills in the areas ofdewship, project and programme
development, project management, intercultural camication and organisational
capacity building and development;

- To create an environment conducive to developingvative operational tools and
methods that can be used in youth work in multitcal contexts;

- To provide information about European institutiosisuctures and programmes relevant
for youth work with an international, European mtercultural dimension;

- To motivate and enable participants to share theguired knowledge and experience
and to act as multipliers;

- To develop new approaches to working with the emglé of diversity (national,
religious, linguistic, cultural and lifestyle, et@as manifest in youth work and in youth
projects with an intercultural dimension;

- To initiate innovative youth projects that can haveelevant impact on the life contexts
of young people living in multi-cultural contexts.
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Participants stand to gain the following as a ttesiulhe Long Term Training Course:

e Skills for how to prepare, run and evaluate a tpje

» Experience of living and working in a multi-cultlend intercultural group of young people;

* Knowledge about multi-cultural realities and sitaas of youth work in other countries of
Europe or further;

* A deeper understanding of youth work with an iniéitoral dimension;

* A deeper understanding of the concepts such as @at intercultural dialogue, as well as
attendant issues such as conflict, interreligiagakdue, intercultural communication, etc.

» Useful contacts and partners for further work anttieme.

Methodology and calendar of the course

The Long Term Training Course takes place in tlpkases: an introductory seminar, a
project phase and an evaluation seminar. The cagidesigned as an open learning process
based on participant experience and exchange. Titecultural group of participants is in
itself a forum for intercultural learning and arfrawork for personal development. The
course programme and contents are organised soaiew for the maximum participation
of the group using active and participatory methollsteam of experienced trainers
organises the learning process and provides gugdmthe development and evaluation of
the project work as well as other training inputs.

The planning and implementation of a concrete yqurthect by each participant serves a
dual purpose. In the first place, the project isoal for learning, developing practical
experience. In the second place, the project is asa concrete initiative that can contribute
to the improvement of the quality and outreachaitir work on local and regional levels.

Phase Dates Place Function

Exploring the key issues and institutional frame
European | of the course. Development of the projects with

. 2-16 . . L
Introduction | |~ | Youth Centre aggistance of the trainers and the other partitsp
seminar 2003 Strasbourg, | Basic information on European youth work, work

France the cours themes. Project planning and manager
skills. Additional skills training.

Project | November — Participants’ | participants implement their projects in their coyr
phase June 2003 | ‘country and |Newworking with other participants and peofs.
organisation | isjts by team members to participants’ projects.

European |Evaluation of the projects. Completion of sk
Evaluation Youth Centre |training. Contributions for the development
. June 2004 - .
seminar Budapest, |networks amongst participants  andtheir
Hungary |organisations. Reviewing the key educatic

approaches and preparing for the course follow-up.

Criteria for the projects

The projects to be developed within the course ncostform to the following criteria. Projects
should:
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a) Address multi-cultural realities of young peoplentercultural dialogue and learning
and/or situations of tension and conflict that hawecultural or religious dimension
Projects should address situations that young pefggle in their multi-cultural environments, the
needs of young people in terms of increased compet®r managing or dealing with tensions that
have at their roots cultural or religious reasaityjations of dialogue between young people from
different cultures, and provide opportunities foupg people to engage in intercultural learning.

b) Be concrete and relevant, reflecting the situatioasd challenges faced by the young
people that it addresses.
They should address a particular community andfou of young people. Projects can also have a
national, international or European target grougeyican also embrace different categories of young
people within one project. They must be based ahmeeds and aspirations of the target group(s)
and represent an added value to the community thietorganisation.

c) Aim at empowering young people and fostering thparticipation.
Empowerment and participation should be understo@lbroad sense as strategies to overcome or
counter the barriers of many kinds, including sb@aclusion, oppression, discrimination or
isolation, that can be met by young people who tp&g in youth activities in a multi-cultural
context. This can be pursued through, for examfiie, development of projects that involve
education and training or the development of stmest of participation.

d) Be based on an intercultural approach.
The aims and activities undertaken by the projeoukl contribute to better understanding between
different national and cultural groups and to imying relations between young people of different
backgrounds.

e) Have clear aims and objectives.
For this purpose the projects must have a beginamban end - even if a follow-up is foreseen - so
as to allow an evaluation and assessment of thétsexchieved. A project is thus more than a single
activity but should be concrete enough to be dffelst managed and evaluated.

f) Run by and for young people.
The leaders of the project should be youth leaderspresentatives of young people and the project
should have young people as the ultimate targetigrar should promote their interests as an
ultimate aim. Young people should be involved ia tiefinition of the project, its implementation
and evaluation. They should be truly concernedngastand not just “recipients”. Projects should be
run by a team, of which the project carrier thatipgates in the LTTC is a member.

Q) Carried out in the framework of an organisation @ssociation.
Purely individual projects will not be accepted,ais far as possible, the projects should correspond
to the organisation’s priorities. The nature arm %if the organisation or association can varyngfro
small and local to national or international/Euraperganisations) and so may the form (informal
association, foundation, federation, etc.). Thepscof the project should respect the capacity (in
human and financial terms) of the organisation pimg it.

h) Initiated during the course.
Since the nature and size of the projects will beywdifferent, it might not always be possible to
finish the projects before the evaluation semiBait. to benefit from the support by the course team
and in order to allow for an evaluation, at leashe activities should be undertaken before Jul\3200
and the beginning of the evaluation seminar.

NB: Financing of the projects :

During the course, participants will receive infation and advice about different
European/international funding sources that cowdirtteresting for co-financing the projects.The
Council of Europe, however, cannot make any commtmto finance the projects of the
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participants. Fundraising and the financial managgnof the projects are the sole responsibility of
the project leader (the participant) and of thedsemnorganisation, group or association.

Working languages
English and French are foreseen as working langu&jenultaneous interpretation in these
two languages shall be provided.

Profile of participants
Participants will be youth workers and youth leadeho are:
e active in local associations, community organisejg/outh clubs and initiatives,
e active in regional, national or international asabons
* representatives of local, regional and/or nationgbvernmental youth
structures/services
interested in or already responsible for develogingects with an international, European
or intercultural dimension for young people in altircultural context

All participants must also be

Resident of a Council of Europe member state oa @ountry signatory to the
Council of Europe Cultural Conventiosdme places may however be offered to
participants resident in other countries

Willing to undergo training and set up a projecthivi the framework of the course;
Aged between 18 to 30 years;

Ready and able to attend for the full durationhef tourse;

Supported by their organisation or association;

Competentlyable to work in either English or French.

Financial conditions

Board and lodging are provided at and paid forHgyEuropean Youth Centres;
Travel expenses are fully reimbursed accordinght rules of the Council of
Europe;

An enrolment fee of 54 EURO is due by each pamicigor each seminar. This fee
will be deducted from the amount to be reimbursedravel expenses;

The Directorate of Youth and Sport operates a systecompensation for the cost
of living for young workers and young unemployeaple under the age of 30 who
are obliged to take unpaid leave in order to attend of its activities. Eligible
participants will receive further information aneltdils at a later date.

Procedure for applications

Candidates must serall 4 pagesof the enclosed application forms directly to théCEby
post, fax or e-mail. Candidates accepted will Hermed end September or beginning of
October 2003 and will subsequently receive a cofilsavith additional information and a
draft course programme.
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Deadline for applications:1 June 2003

Applications must be sent to:
European Youth Centre Strasbourg
30 rue Pierre Coubertin
67000 Strasbourg
France
e-mail: nina.kapoor@coe.int
http://www.coe.int/youth

s

’ o

Directorae of Youth 2% 58 ot
1 59

A8
Direction de la jeuness® €

Directorate of Youth and Sport

European Youth Centre Budapest European Youth Centre Strasbourg
Zivatar utca 1-3. 30, rue Pierre de Coubertin
H-1024 BUDAPEST, Hungary F-67000 STRASBOURG, France
Fax: + 36 1212 40 76 Fax: + 333 88412777
Tel: + 36 1 438 1030 Tel: +33388412300
www.eych.coe.int www.coe.int/youth
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COUNCIL  CONSEIL
OF EUROPE  DE L'EUROPE

Long -Term training course "Intercultural Learning”
EYC Strasbourg, 2 — 16 November 2003 &
EYC Budapest, June 2004

APPLICATION FORM

sheet.

|. INFORMATION ABOUT THE APPLICANT:

(Pleasetypeor use CAPITAL letters and writegibly) If necessary please attach an extra

1. Name

Working languages (Please specify all your workamguages):
[English [JFrench [TRussian [1German []Others (specify):

Gender: Male/Female Age: Nationality:

2. Contacts — Please note all correspondence wik Isent to this address — please ensure it is
complete.

Postal address (street, number, city, postal coaletry):

Telephone: Telefax:

Mobile telephone: e-mail:

3. Organisation or institution

Name:

Postal address:

Telephone: Telefax:
e-mail: Internet address:

4. In what way are you involved in youth work?

L[JInternational youth organisation7 national youth council (name): ................cc.oevne.es

[0 national youth organisation [ local/regional youth organisation
O local youth club or intiative

What is your position/responsibility within your organisation?

O voluntary worker [ employee [ board member (elected)d active member
I civil servant [J governmental expert
[0 Other Please SPECIY: ...t e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e

5. What experience do you have of youth work inudtirsultural context?

6. Please give examples of the youth activitieh it intercultural, international or European disien
in which you were involved? What was your rolehiage activities?
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7. What type of training have you followed in yowtbrk?

8. Have you applied for, or attended, any othémitrg or language course of the Directorate of Yicard
Sport in the past two yeargfyes, which one(s)?):

9. Do you have any special needs or requirememtsdietary, disability, etc.)

10. Visas

If you are accepted as a participant on this cowteyou require assistance in obtaining a visa f

1. France? Nal Yedd

2. Hungary? NDQI Yed]

If yes, please indicate:

Date of birth: Passport No.: Issued at (place):
On (date): Date of expiry:

MOTIVATIONS, NEEDS AND PROJECT:

| 11. What are your motivations for taking part irstbourse?

| 12. What do you consider to be your main trainiegds?

| 13. Short description of the aims and nature ofonganisation/association:

14. The outline of your project idea(please attach any additional relevant documentativ):
a) What is the project idea?

b) When and where will the project take place?

¢) Which target group/s of young people will be invaidvin the project and what will their role in t
project be?

d) In which way/s do you think your project fulfillshe criteria laid out for projects in the cour
description?

e) What do you expect to achieve with your project?

15. How did you obtain this application form? Thraigh:

[0 your international youth organisation O your national youth council
[ local, regional or national authorities (CDEJ, gowyment, ministry, municipality...)
I local youth organisation L Internet

I other (please SPecCify) ....covvvviiiiiiiii e,

Date: Signature:
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Appendix 2:

Programme of the two residential phases of the LTTQntercultural Learning

Introduction seminar

Sunday Monday Tuesday Wednesday Thursday Friday Saturday Sunday
2 Nov 3 November 4 November 5 November 6 November 7 November 8 November 9 November
Official opening Introduction to Introduction to Intercultural Project Group 1 Information Project Group 3
participants’ projects project Realities and about Free
. development Situations Time
Introduction to .
Introduction to
-LTTC participants FREE TIME
- team organisations
- participants How we will
-reimbursement deyelo_p the (packed lunch)
project in the
Expectations of LTTC
participants
A What is the Meta Needs Project Group 2 Intercultural
R Group building Intercultural Analysis Learning
R dimension in my Culture + FREE TIME
I project? Diversity Methodology
Vv Reflection Spaceé Pedagogy
A Why is there an Realities Reflection Space Educational
L Reflection space Intercultural o ’ Dinner in town Approach
. T situations of .
dimension in my Reflection Space
. Youth
project?
Welcome

International evening

Social gathering
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Monday
10 November

Tuesday
11 November

Wednesday
12 November

Thursday
13 November

Friday
14 November

Saturday
15 November

Sunday
16 November

Intercultural Learning Project Group 5 Individual Project Group 6 Project D
Budgeting presentations E
Methodology European Funding - oral P
Pedagogy Programmes - creative A
Educational Approach R
T
U
Budgeting R
ICL Budget Clinic E
Methodology in context
Evaluation
Project Group 4 Quality FREE TIME | Roles of Project| of phase 1of this
Carriers training course
Funding, Other
What is it? Resources and Team work
Fundraising Conflicts
Work with Looking ahead to
What is it in my Input by Richard groups the second & third
project? Hamilton Communication phases of this
Motivation training course
Multiplication
Facilitation

Reflection Space

Reflection Space

Closing

Dinner in town

Farewell evening
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Evaluation Seminar

Wednesday Thursday Friday Saturday Sunday
21 July 22 July 23 July 24 July 25 July
Introduction to the evaluation
seminar: Review of Project Phase o Input on Evaluation Social Analysis —
' the LTTC The ICL dimension of the
Update on Projects in e project
roups
- methodology 9 .
- EYC Budapest Self Reflection
- reimbursement
- project update using
symbols
Pax. Expectations and
training needs
A Forming the (E)valuation Social Analysis Evaluation of the ICL dimensian
R Group re-building Groups e-group e-group
R and
I Debriefing How to assess the socidl
Vv Group dynamics reality of the target group?
A Check in and round up
L
Welcome
evening + catch Target Group Party Dinner in Town
up
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Monday Tuesday Wednesday Thursday Friday Saturday
26 July 27 July 28 July 29 July 30 July 31 July
Parallel Project Management Free Morning Follow-up and D
Training Elements Non-Eormal Education e-group Associat_ive E
_ e-group _ St_rategles P
- theories of Budgeting and input A
interculturalism Fundraising groups R
- intercultural processels Training Element T
and methodology U
- anti-discrimination Working in Teams Planning the follow- R
Consultations Packed Lunch up E
e-group

Packed lunch

Free Afternoon

Money for dinner

Training Element

Working in Teams
(continued)

Project Management
Café

Q + A session

Programme begins:
14.30

Youth Work Context +
Multiplication
e-group

Multiplication:
What Works?

Evaluation of the
seminar and of the
LTTC

Personal follow-up
plans

Dinner in town at a
location of participants
choice

Multiplication Café
20.15-21.15

Farewell Party
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Appendix 3:

Recommendations for changes and improvements to tlecruitment
procedure for the LTTC:

The following reccomendations for changes and im@neents to the recruitment procedure for the LTTC
were identified by the team of the coufse

Introduction of a dual application process, inchglithe questioning of both candidate and
organisation (c.f. example of the Language Coursg@mme as a starting point);

There should be better specification of importantecontext and organisation in the call for
participants;

A different way of asking candidates to presenirthmject should be introduced. Candidates should
no longer present a project idea, but a projectwfoich they are already responsible. This should
somehow be verified by the organisation. It shdaddnoted, however, that this risks an increase in
the number of candidates applying with projectgady underway. The project should not have
begun yet, but be in the process of preparatidarining. This should be explained in the call for
participation;

Introduction of targeted phone interviewing in artteavoid that we don’t lose the « innovative » or
less clear cases among the candidates (bordedisesyt It was also noted that systematic phone
interviews of candidates under serious considaratioring the selection meeting could be
considered too;

The actual profile of participants needs to be mepecific. An explanation of each of the
dimensions of the profile should be undertakenauttined in the call for participation, as is aliga
done in the case of the criteria for projects;

A form of targeted advertisement / recruitment peafic organisations who are best suited to

providing the profile of participants relevant fihre given course could be undertaken. This could
necessitate specific communication by e-mail aebne. This was for example done in the case of
the Long Term Training Course for the Caucasusoregind did bear some positive results;

The team suggests that the call for participatiooud not be advertised on the internet at all.nwit
the increase in access to internet, the DYS hasa&eeamatic increase in the number of poor quality
applications for all courses, and in the tenderfcginy young person to drop off an application just
for the sake of it. It would be interesting, theref, to consider returning to the original “snagith
and “e-mail” mail shot advertisement procedurede g this would increase the number of quality
applications received in combination with somehaf above recommendations;

It was noted that the time frame for opening thi foa participants is a delicate matter. If it is
opened to early and long in advance of the deadlicgn be problematic too. A reminder e-mail to
the mailing list 2 / 3 weeks before the deadline doch a course was suggested as an effective
means of recreating interest in the course.

%" These reccomendations have been extracted fromithees of the evaluation of the course conductethe team
at their final meeting in November 2004. Full miesibf the meeting are available on request fronStwetariat
(vael.ohana@coe.int
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