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Introduction
This report is an edited transcript of informal presentations at a gathering of active researchers in the field of 'intercultural studies' held at Lancaster University on July 8th 2000.  The gathering was billed as a 'symposium' and was organised in order to identify and review some of the challenges facing academics from different backgrounds who were undertaking research in this rapidly developing interdisciplinary field.  It was intended to complement the ground-breaking work carried out by the Cross-Cultural Capability Conferences at Leeds Metropolitan University and to discuss the issues created by combining different research methodologies in new ways in order to address new questions.  It was not a seminar or small conference.  Individuals were not invited to present original papers.  Rather, researchers with acknowledged expertise in a given methodology were asked briefly to introduce the research issues posed by their particular approach and to suggest how these issues were being resolved.  The presentations were intended to stimulate more open-ended debate on the way forward.  The event was friendly and informal.  Anyone was free to speak and there was minimal guidance from the Chair.

The idea was to focus on research and research methodology but intermittently throughout the day, concerns relating to the curriculum and teaching were voiced and became something of a leitmotif.  We were also reminded of the difficulty of reconciling different domains and traditions: on the one hand, a humanitarian attention to narrative and personal development, to be approached through discourse or research into learning processes, on the other a social science preoccupation with ethnographic observation and analysis.  Were we concentrating on the learner with instrumental ends in view, trying to find ways of raising students' intercultural awareness - an educational research issue - or were we wishing to promote research which was valid in its own right as providing an insight into social processes?  Needless to say, at the end of the day, these paradoxes remained unresolved, but the issues themselves had been fully aired and offered encouragement to those of us who were seeking a way forward in our personal investigations.  Discussion also helped to delineate the fields and enhanced individuals' understanding of approaches with which they were not familiar.

A number of pre-selected themes formed the basis of the presentations.  These included: reflections on the relationship between the North American and European approaches (Alice Tomic), the psychoanalytical perspective (Sylvette Cormeraie), the techniques and approaches associated with conversational analysis (Juliane House), discourse analysis issues (Robert Crawshaw), ethnographic applications (Alison Phipps and Gavin Jacks), quantitative and qualitative methods (Lies Sercu), interculture and literature (Margaret Parry).  Mike Byram was left with the unenviable job of trying to sum up a very wide-ranging and disparate day.  Everything was recorded and transcribed by Jess Abrahams and this is the outcome!

I hope that you will enjoy the record of the occasion for what it was: an informed and personal debate on research issues which sheds some light on a field in a state of transition.

Robert Crawshaw

Participants
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INTRODUCTION

The idea of holding a symposium on the current developments of research in the field of intercultural learning had emerged out of the activities of The Interculture Project (http://www.lancs.ac.uk/users/interculture) and had been organised with the support of the Humanities Faculty at Lancaster University.  Given the rapid growth in the field currently taking place in the UK and abroad, it had been felt appropriate to take stock of the theoretical and methodological issues which were involved in intercultural research as well as the wider question -- already addressed by the Cross-Cultural Capability Conferences – of where such research should be placed in disciplinary terms.  The debate and discussion would deal with the various issues relating to “interculture” in the broadest possible sense.  It was also intended to keep a record within the general framework of the project of the present position of research, in the UK and elsewhere in Europe, and with passing reference to the United States.  It was also intended to take account of initiatives in management education and training.  In the event, it had been possible to bring together people with experience in all those domains.  

The occasion was an informal one in which participants were invited to express themselves freely from whatever perspective they wished.  The role of each speaker would be to outline the theme that they themselves represented and then to open a general discussion.  It was intended that the group and would make collective decisions as to whichever way they wanted a discussion to go.  

THE RESEARCH ENVIRONMENT IN NORTH AMERICA AND EUROPE

Alice Tomic, (Richmond American International University in London)

I’m presenting you with a copy of the map of the world (see Appendix 1).  One of the four points I want to make this morning is to do with the map. I would like to challenge the Eurocentric approach of most of the work done in the UK.  If you look at the place of England and, indeed, of Europe, on that map, it covers a relatively small area.  We do an insult to ourselves as well as to the rest of the world by not keeping this map in our minds at all times.  

The second point I want to make is supported by our colleague Mike Kelly in the Times Higher, yesterday (see Appendix 2).   I want to raise the knowledge vs. skills debate which is very much in people’s minds as language departments are realigning themselves.  I want to focus on the knowledge part of the knowledge and skills debate.  

The next point is how to get to know what Agar has called “professional strangers” -- people in the United States or in Australia, and the work they’re doing in this field.  

Finally I’d like to suggest that we do best to acknowledge the differences in the research that is going on around the world before we move forward.  

It is possible to dismiss Americans as being always rather over-excited and foolishly enthusiastic, but they are several decades ahead of us in Europe in terms of scholarship and publication.  One of the most inspiring books I’ve come across in recent years is by Robert Young, an Australian social theorist, Intercultural Communication: Pragmatics, Genealogy and  Deconstruction.  He says, on page 2

‘The dilemma of the global age is that while we have finally discovered that 

we are one people, who must share one precarious world, we are profoundly 

divided by race, culture and belief and we have yet to find a tongue in which

 we can speak our humanity to each other.’

My sub-message is, what is that tongue that we are seeking for, quite beyond specific languages?  What we’re looking for is a properly researched investigation of the whole field of intercultural communication to be achieved by pooling work from many areas, many disciplines and trying to find rich answers to difficult questions.  

I was born in Australia and lived there for five years, I came to England and was immediately an outsider and learned to lose my ‘Aussie’ accent in weeks because I was teased out of it.  I was raised in a big family with an adopted step-brother from Hungary and an adopted brother from Burma.  The house was full of German and Austrian refugees.  My father was a doctor and he provided a haven for many people who had left Germany in the war.  I married a Greek.  My children are half Greek.  He died.  I married a Yugoslav.  One of my sons has married a Spaniard. I think this is what has formed my interest in this field.  

Professionally, I worked for seven years training European managers working for US-based multinationals.  I then moved into the academic field and for 18 years I have been working with US colleagues in an American liberal arts university based in London.  I have built up a three-tiered programme of English for academic purposes, I have designed a degree in communications and my main research interests are in interculture, communication and academic literacies.  I’ve travelled widely, as many of us have, and I know that my interest in what Young is talking about is real.  I think that it’s not only a question of survival, it’s a question of quality of life.  If we don’t develop a different attitude towards our world map, we will be the losers.

There is a lot of bigotry and prejudice in academic life, directed at America, and American scholars.  The sort of thing you hear about Americans is that they are frightfully enthusiastic, but a little shallow; or that they are very, very friendly (as though this is a crime).

Professionally, they share things very readily and Europeans on the whole are more cautious about sharing.  But moving away from all those clichéd prejudices, I wanted to point out some of the things that make Americans and their attitude to intercultural communications, quite different from ours.  American history, with all its different socio-political aspects, places them on the map in front of us in a very different way from us:  the breaking away from Britain, as a colony, the whole issue of slavery and civil war, their own immigration, their own attitudes to race and ethnicity.  They have an entirely different socio-political history from us and so to them, intercultural communication means something quite different.  In the States you will find that most of the intercultural communication studies come directly out of the foreign service, business abroad, the Peace Corps. 

In the States, intercultural communication has not grown out of languages, nor out of cultural studies.  The place where most evidence in the States akin to ours is found, is in the field of anthropology. Diane Hoffman, for example, re-examines the role of anthropology, and in doing so, looks at all the same issues that we’re looking at in Europe, in intercultural communication.

In the States there’s a different model of an interest in this subject and I think we have some misunderstandings about it.

The Interculture Project’ s bibliography is praiseworthy, first of all because it is global, rather than Eurocentric, and it contains material from Australia.  I would recommend more material from Japan and Hawaii.  However, many of the American titles are in danger of being “quick fix solutions”, e.g. “When you meet a Japanese you should…”, “If you meet an Italian you should remember…”  This concerns the knowledge and skills debate.  

Sentences such as the examples above are dangerous because they make one have a sense of false knowledge, as if one knew all about Italians, and all about Germans.  Some of the American publications do have a tendency to give place to work, exercises, and attitudes, which give you the feeling that you can learn something and be in mastery of it, whereas in Europe we are far more aware of the feeling that we don’t know everything and we’re searching for answers.

In Europe in the whole issue of cultural studies, the Frankfurt School and the Birmingham School have created a very different and very rich world of investigation.  In Europe, the connection of intercultural communication with language is historically significant.  If you look at the growth of the British Empire on this map, and the growth of English as an international language, a lot of the European and English interest in language came out of post-colonial attitudes to how English was being used around the world.  If you look at the complexity of all our post-colonial guilt at present, in our botched attempts at dealing with racism in this country, I do think we carry an enormous national Weltschmerz or guilt about the Empire which is making our attitudes to many issues concerned with intercultural communication in our own nation, very complicated.  

On a more practical level, we are facing an influx of international students in our universities, an imperative forced on us for revenue, and this is adding another useful dimension to this whole area of study.  One of the most interesting things currently being looked at is what it means to be British.  When working with students, the more you get them to contemplate who they are before they go abroad, the better you will serve them.  The greater depth you can apply to the exploration of yourself before you address the other, the more productive the encounter.  

Study abroad is only part of a larger pattern.   Opening up our minds to what is happening generally in the world is more exciting than trying to fix local problems. 

DISCUSSION

Robert Crawshaw

How would you see anthropology as applying to the work that is presently going on in the UK and in Europe?   How is it applied in research terms in the United States?  

Alice Tomic

As regards the UK and Europe, I would defer to my colleagues, but in the States it just happens that the anthropologists are exploring their own discipline by asking questions about identity, about what the word culture means. 

Alison Phipps

Which anthropology do you mean -- there are a variety of different sorts.  Historically, social anthropology has been practised in this country, under the name of ethnology.  In France, folklore studies has been a dominant area of training; volklorekunde in Germany; cultural anthropology in the United States.  There is a whole melting pot when you posit the term anthropology as something being brought in to the intercultural debate to animate it.  Often certain thinkers within certain fields would define themselves as outsiders to those fields -- people such as James Clifford, who is an anthropologist but who has said some very radical things that have really shaken up anthropology as a discipline and are pushing it forward in new directions.  It is a question of who you are reading, who you are selecting, where you are taking ideas from, within a broad area that might be defined as anthropology, but within that broad area there are very great differences across the board.

RC

Who are the subjects of these different types of anthropological approaches?  Who are the people who are actually being studied?

AP

That has changed dramatically over the last 20 – 30 years.  In the past there were research grants and people would go off to “exotic” destinations to do their field studies.  To be an anthropologist you had to do your ethnographic training in the field and the field was 

defined as a field, often a rural environment such as New Guinea, South America, Africa.  Famous studies by Margaret Mead, Mary Douglas and Malinowski all took place in exotic environments.

Sylvette Cormeraie

Evans-Pritchard said to his students, “Buy yourself a good hamper from Fortnum & Masons and keep away from the native women.”

AP

The anthropologist was the person who sat outside their tent on the fringes of the village, the area of study.  In the last 30 years anthropology has come home, which is partly an economic thing, because research grants just aren’t as big as they were and you can’t quite get as far as you used to be able to get on them -- so we’ve turned our attention much more to ourselves and anthropology is there, taking place in fields which are often now European.

Gavin Jack

It’s all open now, the way in which ethnography as a methodology has journeyed out from anthropology into other disciplines.  Considering sociology in the 30s and 40s, the Chicago school -- the location of anthropology has moved away from exoticised cultures.  There can also be ethnography within the police force or the health service, from a sociological viewpoint.

AP

One of the possible dangers within this is that you actually exoticise yourself.

SC

Is that a danger?

AT 

It could be a strategy also.

SC

Anthropology originally was a strategy to send people out as scouts, to find out how other people function in order to be able to do business with them, to understand them better and thus exploit them better.  The concept of ethnography has a lot more to do with the post-colonial reversal:  “Let’s start looking at ourselves, because until now we’ve ignored ourselves and used other people as our subjects.”  It has to do with an epistemological shift and, as Alice was pointing out, some guilt.

AP

The discipline of anthropology has done some incredible navel gazing and self-scrutiny over the last 20 years, some of which is very helpful and some of which is just indulgent.

Juliane House

We should mention Erving Goffman in this connection.  His work animates not from looking at ourselves in order to counteract the exploitation of the exotic, but rather inside sociology -- not starting from the whole packet of a theory but looking at what actually happens and also the ethnomethodology:  starting from individual cases rather than from a theory, and then applying the theory, with certain categories, on the actual event.  This important approach started in the Chicago School, as has been mentioned.  There are also connections between anthropology, ethnography of speaking and discourse analysis.  Goffman is a very important person in this respect. 

SC

He is an authority on prisons and organisations, asylums and so on – Goffmanisation of self:  psychopathology of the western concept of what Foucault was concerned about,  surveiller et punir.
JH

He is absolutely critical in the broadening of the ordinary, and also getting language in.

Margaret Parry

In terms of the problems that we are grappling with at a sort of basic teaching level, could we home in a little bit on Eurocentrism and internationalisation?  There is a potential problem there:  as soon as we start talking about  having a global, international view on this, rather than a Eurocentric one, we are taken into the question of English language -- English in the world as compared with modern languages, and modern language teaching.  They both have very different traditions.  

My concern as a teacher is trying to adapt modern language teaching, or my place in modern language teaching, to the modern world – what we do with students to make it relevant to this global environment that we are living in?  There are two quite different mindsets in the field of modern language teaching as compared with English language teaching.   We seem to be veering towards anthropology, ethnography, deriving a tremendous amount of valuable pointers from that but at the same time, perhaps risking throwing aside a tremendously important tradition within modern languages, and the whole cultural dimension of traditional modern language teaching where we have been concerned, from our renaissance studies, through other literary studies as well as sociological studies, with questions of the self, identity, other people, how we think, mindsets and so on.  

Suddenly we’re being made to feel we’ve never grappled with the question of the way we think and the way other cultures think, whereas we have been grappling with that ever since modern languages have been on the agenda.  There is a tension I experience personally between all these new temptations, and new fields that are there to be explored and examined, and wherein decisions are needed about to what extent one should detach oneself from more traditional approaches.  I’m trying to find a way of getting the best of the old world and grafting in onto the new world.  There is a problem between being too Eurocentric in terms of pursuing the rest of what we have been trying to do in Modern Languages, and at the same time feeling that this view is too narrow because it is not  operating on an international scale.

SC

If you’re in the Anglo-Saxon world, the English-speaking world, you have a centrism of a serious kind. 

AT

Mike Kelly’s article about knowledge and skills is relevant here:  are you teaching the knowledge that you’re describing, the civilisation, the whole range of things that you cover in a classical modern languages degree, or are you teaching enough French or German to do business.  

It goes back to questions about why certain departments are closing and new areas are opening up and surviving, I think the answer is that you’ve actually articulated what the main problem is for languages today: you’ve got people having to serve modern masters with a strong conviction of the value of what they have to offer but people have not yet resolved the fit.  

There is a possibility that you can problematise exactly what you’re talking about with your students -- in other words, use the problem as the subject matter and say:  “In the past, this was what a modern language degree was – but is that appropriate in today’s world?”

JH

What is the difference between the tradition of modern language teaching and English teaching?

MP

In the past, students came to do a languages degree very much because they were fascinated by the culture of the language they were learning and they were as much interested in doing the language in order to be able to integrate with that culture at some level.  Culture was the means to something very much larger, and getting into another mindset, however you describe it.  Whereas now the language is much more functional.  

AT

It doesn’t have to be.  We can make things happen, we as people in language areas.   We sometimes don’t use the power that we may have to debate issues and resolve them internally and say what should be done.  

SC

Isn’t there a danger of homogenisation of what’s being offered in modern languages?  There are programmes which go into the culture and the literature and there are programmes which are purely skills, and they exist alongside one another -- the students can choose.  Last year, my faculty insisted on teaching skills to first-year students in spite of the students saying that they had wanted to do cultural studies.  One can try and cheat from within the imposed framework, but the faculty imposed skills only, certainly Goffmanised.

JH

Isn’t this basically a false dichotomy?  How can you separate the language and the content? 

AP

It is a problem specific to the UK situation at the moment.  There is a particular cultural move at the moment away from students wanting to take modern language degrees such as French or German, or other traditional degrees.  What institutions seem to be doing is offering “institution-wide language programmes”, where all students get a chance to sample a language, possibly taking it up to an intermediate level but not to an advanced level.  This has created a great deal of angst across the country in university language departments as traditional degree courses and departments are being closed down, and functional teaching has taken over.  As a result, what you’re hearing in any debate about modern languages in this country at the moment, is a great deal of existential angst.  

RC

The anxieties that Margaret was articulating apply just as strongly to research as they do to teaching.  If teaching gradually functionalises itself, then the question remains to be answered as to where the research focus lies.  If we embrace this broadening of our research interests to take in sociology, anthropology, where does that leave the more “traditional” domains of research,  and how do we link up with cognate researchers in the fields of sociology, anthropology?  How do we re-tool ourselves as researchers in order to address the kinds of issues that people like Alison and Gavin are already addressing, from within language departments as it happens?  There is a research identity issue which people like ourselves have got somehow to get a handle on.

AP

We are faced with a situation where we have a raft containing everything -- so for example I teach German, and therefore what’s on my raft at the moment is the whole of German literature as defined by the canon – only the canon is now being questioned.  Since 1940, as much has been written in German fiction as was written in the whole of the period beforehand, so we’re faced with the problem of selection.   When you bring all these other debates in, about bringing in psychoanalysis, anthropology, sociology, sociolinguistics – all these other fields that you can then put on this raft -- you’re left with the question of how do you select, how do you start to address these questions.  

Keeping our focus within the discipline is always going to mean that we’re trapped, never able to see beyond it;  whereas actually working in thematic ways, as is starting to happen through things like the Interculture Project, means starting to explore ways of developing a selection process.   There’s already a kind of selection process going on, because Juliane mentioned Goffman and we all recognised the name and yet Goffman was a sociologist.  

We have created a metacanon of people that we’re reading to inform our debates, going right across the modern languages.  In the sort of terminology we’re using, you’ll see a kind of metacategory developing which is one way of organising the fact that we have these vast quantities of material to deal with.

Ed Moffatt

While listening to how the debate develops, I have questions that I want to ask about the programme that I have to create:  what are we going to do with the students?  While it would be very valuable to get the students to question  their Britishness, by and large I find the students are very resistant to that.  As a researcher, I come out of a literary field, and I will probably continue to work out of that field because that is where my skills lie.  What that means in terms of what I deliver to students is a slightly different matter.  It may be that there has to be an even more dysfunctional or disjointed relationship between the individual researcher and the individual teacher, according to what is needed within the system, in terms of delivery of courses.  I’m not comfortable with that, I don’t like the thought.

RC

That was very much the message that Richard Towell was expressing recently at a conference at Nottingham – that there is a very narrow tranche of researchers working on their own specialist fields ranging inter-disciplinary-wise, and that there is a gulf between the research activity and the teaching activity.

AT

Some of us do both.   My only claim to doing any research has come directly out of my teaching.  It’s pure action research.  You say that your students would resist exploring their Britishness, which is natural, but there are strategies for getting round that,  and they can ultimately see the relevance of that exploration.

EM

I’m not disagreeing with the idea that it should be done,  all I know is that once you get into a departmental setting and you say these are the questions that we need to address, then a body of academics is going to say that it is not sufficiently academic.   It can be done as a sideline to a part of a course, you can have a few hours here and there, but that’s all you’re going to get.  We are going to have to question what a degree is,  not only addressing that with students, but also with other areas of academics, beyond those who might sit in this room.

Beth Callen

To bring it back to the research issue a little more, we’re talking at one level higher than we should be.  If we’re talking about rafts, and the difficulty of bringing together different approaches, are we sure that the different approaches are trying to address the same questions and that we know what those questions are.  It’s not clear to me that there is a thing called “intercultural communication studies” which has a common purpose, everywhere and in different sites, and with all the different traditions coming into it.  One of the difficulties of a debate like this is identifying what kind of question we are trying to talk about. That brings in the question of skills as well.  Are we talking about training people?  How does the teaching relate to the research?  The discussion seems to be at a very general level.  

AT 

The responses to the points you’re raising will be very subjective.  They will depend on which stable we all come from because at the heart of the whole debate is the discussion about the nature of knowledge -- what sort of knowledge do you consider appropriate to offer someone in a university setting.  That’s the shadow behind everything that we’re talking about.  If  the sort of knowledge that we need to give students is a way of dealing with the world and making a living and surviving, then maybe skills are enough.  But if we are looking for the best way to prepare people for change in life, all sorts of changes in mobility and so on, maybe  knowledge is the best.

JH

We are not only talking about knowledge, but about understanding, and  using knowledge in order to understand.  It’s very important in the good old Humboldtian tradition in the German universities, that you combine research with teaching because of greater sensitivity towards what actually happens with the people affected by the teaching.  Action research is very important, involving the students in research projects, from which both parties gain.

EM

The question is, which area defines which.  I have to teach certain things therefore I have to become a researcher in that area – or I research these things therefore I am able to teach the area that I research.  At the moment the situation is being driven by the need for certain things to be taught, therefore it’s necessary for someone to become a competent researcher in that area, even though it might have absolutely nothing to do with either their interests or abilities.  

MP

There is also a tension in this country between the old university approach and the new university approach.   The ideology of the new universities is that research underpins and reinforces teaching -- that there isn’t a dysfunction between them.  This raises another question with regard to the whole arena of research and the Research Assessment Exercise.

A PSYCHOANALYTICAL APPROACH TO INTERCULTURAL RESEARCH

Sylvette Cormeraie, University of Sussex

I will make the end the beginning, and pick up on various things that have just been said that are fairly central to our concerns here.  We’ve been talking about the traditional ways of teaching modern languages, namely literature.  I have observed that people who have titles of Professor of Literature have produced interesting work around psychoanalysis, the subject and the text – I am thinking, for example, of Jacqueline Rose or Homi Bhabha.  Octave Mannoni, a psychoanalyst who worked on the psychology of colonisation and contributed to changing the paradigm of colonial studies, made the point, referring to Freud’s remarks:

“Les ecrivains sont nos maitres dans la connaissance de l’ame car ils s’abreuvent  

a des sources que nous n’avons pas encore rendues accessibles a la science.”

“Writers are our masters of knowledge in the knowledge of the soul for they nourish themselves from sources which we still haven’t made accessible to science.”

Another point that was raised earlier was the epistemological issue about knowledge and deconstruction.  What Derrida, Foucault, Ricoeur and others have done (after Nietzsche, this 'master of suspicion') is to deconstruct knowledge in order to ask what it is for, who controls it and whose voices are heard anyway.  In this sense their work has called into question traditional definitions, about identity for example.   The need for intercultural awareness arises from the shift in epistemological bases they had contributed to create, and opens up the possibility of new modes of encounters.  It's also concerned with the split between the location of the knowledge we communicate to our students, and the ‘language skills’ we tend distribute in compartmentalised ways.  It 's the point to which I always return, which is that teaching about cultures as a strategy to reduce prejudice doesn’t work.  Knowledge ‘about’ is necessary, but is not sufficient. 

When I was a child I heard people say 'It would help if we all spoke in each other’s languages, there wouldn’t have been wars if we had', so I trustingly went into Modern Languages thinking that it was a solution towards ending conflicts and work towards world peace.  To my dismay I discovered that people could be fluent in languages and yet remain bigoted, racist, xenophobic.  There were two aspects: an inadequacy of foreign language fluency to meet certain personal aims that I had, and also the realisation (which is not new), of the deeply emotional nature of reactions to cross-cultural conflict.  These issues were walled off by the institutions, blacked out, not mentioned.  One found blindness and prejudice -- in oneself, in one’s colleagues, in administrators.  

Cross-cultural conflicts mostly illuminate contrasts with other cultures – north and south, west and east.  An example is the fairly shocking behaviour of some students in the island of La Réunion.  The conflicts these neo-colonial behaviours generate are handled by us ‘over here’ as if we were still expecting that 'they', out there, should be a replica of ourselves.  We argue that these are old-fashioned responses but, in practice, they continue to inform the way we handle reality and we do not look critically at our own behaviour.  

We all have to work on ourselves as teachers.  But the questions remain: how should we be teaching, who do we re-train?  How much different, new learning is needed?  The Interculture Project  has produced a report, “Raising Intercultural Awareness”.  Yet, teaching the 'skills' is good, but it's not enough.  How do you deal with the emotional dimension?  I looked at psychoanalysis as it seems to provide ways of asking new questions, without expecting it to provide ‘the’ answer, ‘the’ solution if only because the history of our modern times has taught us to be wary of perfect solutions, and of trains that run on time…

Intercultural Communication is a field which is defined through relationships.  Why an interest in psychoanalysis, in relation to this field?  Perhaps because it wants to make self-knowledge its object - the Sphinx saying “Know thyself”, and provides some ways to explore a path towards this aim.  It can also introduce learners to a style of thinking that is new to them and help them begin to distanciate themselves from their past perceptual habits, be more aware of how we organise our perceptions of the world.

How can our ignorance about ‘what is going on’, in the face of prejudice and racism, be turned into a way of learning?  This, again, has to do with problematising our assumptions and even our knowledge.  To quote H. Bhabha

“What do big academic questions like ‘nation’, ‘migration’, ‘identities’, 

‘post-colonial’ have to do without intimate relationships with each other 

and with others, how do we reach this personal level?”  

Reality is not necessarily elegant or rational, while academic discourse aims at being elegant and rational (Lacan pointed out that the most corrupting comfort is intellectual comfort).  Can psychological questions be introduced better to understand intercultural issues such as prejudice and racism?  In our institutions these issues are swept aside, perceived as ‘dirty’ and uncomfortable, because enlightened academics, it is assumed, are not racist, surely?  Paul Ricoeur (1979) sees psychoanalysis as a hermeneutic sort of culture that changes the world by interpreting it.  For him, it goes ‘beyond custom and reason and it does explore courageously beyond the prescribed authorities of modern thought’.  

It is very difficult to talk about psychoanalysis and culture without making enemies.  It has the power to shock, it is still regarded by many as unscientific, and it shows each one of us in a light that we would rather not admit to.  It is subversive because it challenges our 'common sense' view of things, it destabilises our hope in the total rule of reason and rationality and to maintain familiar alignments.  However, even Ernest Gellner, who was a passionate champion of reason,   acknowledged the importance of psychological topics: 'Sexuality constitutes a problem for all societies.'  Acknowledging the centrality of the unconscious makes it more difficult to assume transparent worlds.

Can we deal with the discontinuity between our conscious worlds and our unconscious worlds, without anaesthetising ourselves in order to maintain a complacent world-view?

Freud directed attention to the observation and analysis of the irrational and unconscious forces that determine part of human behaviour and, by questioning or illusions of consciousness, he revolutionised our concept of culture.  He showed that unconscious phenomena tend to follow certain laws and that these irrationalities were reactions to influences exercised by the outside world and in particular by those occurring in early childhood.  

There is a resistance by adults to talk about childhood. However, it is a question of seeing psychological factors as active forces in our adult unconscious, still influencing the way we react to certain things.  His psychosexual theory has been challenged by followers but is basically, as you know, that the shift in erotic sensitivity from the oral (fusion with the mother) to the anal (socialisation: giving and receiving) to the sexual stage (individuation, awareness of inner and outer realities) is crucial to personality development.   What is important is that it clarifies the difference between bliss as perfect fusion (with the mother), total happiness, total power – and rage in the sense of frustrated infantile omnipotence, something which comes to the fore in Freud’s views of racism.  

In the anal phase, a period of socialisation, control is developed over bodily functions and behaviour.  This is a time of separation from the mother, a loss of dependence, which are strong factors in the analysis of modern/colonial relations, and late modern behaviours.  The notion of an unwanted and unpleasant conflict is associated with painful detachment created by separation anxiety.  Melanie Klein’s work on 'separation anxiety' is helpful in explaining a lot of racist attitudes and language.  Rage at being separated from the perceived paradise creates negative fantasies: the time of painful detachment is necessary in order to construct oneself as a separate autonomous individual but something is inevitably lost in the process of growing up.  The inability to tolerate separation, the longing to return to an ego-less dual unity (I’m together with my mother and yet I’m alone and I’m totally powerful) can be a source of schizophrenia from very mild to advanced.  

Freudian theory has the family at the centre of personal experience (primal relationships).  I have noted that in books borrowed from the library on this subject there are often many comments written such as “this is bullshit” [sic], showing the anger triggered by reading passages concerning maturity and separation from family.

Mrs Abercrombie, talking about the psychology of small groups, underlined the importance of satisfactory psychological interaction with the mother for the development of mental health.  Our ability to interact in groups, she said, is conditioned by this first dyad (but it is unconscious).  

She, Erickson  and others argue that if this dyad is made conscious, then other possibilities are open to us, as yet undreamed of, in our ability to relate with other people: this awareness can help us address the urgent need of working on these areas in our teaching practices at a personal and global level, in order to begin an 'emancipation', including from ourselves. 

In terms of key psychoanalytic concepts, I won't discuss the Oedipus complex or trauma, which are well known.  But there are two related dimensions that I find interesting in connection with intercultural communication: the 'family romance' and the Prospero complex.  

About the ‘family romance', (cf. Laplanche and Pontalis, Vocabulaire de la psychanalyse, PUF,1997).  Freud traces its source back to the child’s most intense and most momentous wish to be like his or her parents, who are the source of all beliefs.  When the child comes to realise that her parents are not the powerful people she imagined, humiliated and disappointed, she starts to compare and observe and a biographical fable is invented, expressly conceived to explain the inexplicable shame of being wrongly born, badly off and badly loved.  The child then imagines a new set of parent: the 'real' parents are replaced in her imagination by persons of better birth.

Perpetuating the 'family romance' is about denying the primal scene, denying that one was born of sexual intercourse between a man and a woman.  In a colonial context, this means accepting that it could have been between black/white/yellow. i.e. taboo, forbidden relationships – whether these were was loving or violent.  Recognising a split in oneself and therefore moving away from that denial means rejecting the family romance.  It also means, for each subject, making an effort, identifying their individual/social/national/racial family romance, privately or openly thus avoiding denial and projection onto the Other.  From a late modern, post-colonial perspective the 'South' is our 'Other' so to speak onto whom we project we do not like about ourselves (e.g. immigrants).  

The 'Prospero complex' is linked to denial and the family romance; it remains a strong dimension in inter-cultural communication conflict, at an unconscious level.

For Octave Mannoni, (Prospero and Caliban. The Psychology of Colonisation, (New York, Praeger, 1964), within the Hegelian master/slave dialectic, Prospero the coloniser needs his Caliban the colonised to whom he is chained into an implacable dependence.  Prospero is paternalistic, neurotically impatient, proud and in need of domination.  What is projected on to the colonised is an ideal model of filiation in which the 'ideal parent' is white.  When the natives (the immigrants, the Third World) rebel, their behaviour can be explained by ingratitude because in the colonial/neo liberal family romance, the children remain children forever.  Their coming of age would force the colonial 'parent' to bring to consciousness his/her fable, and his/her own infantile state. For Lynn Hunt the family romance, used as a metaphor of social and political organisation, presents 'both a narrative and mode of knowledge of the revolutionary event' (see her Family Romance of the French Revolution, Berkeley, U. Cal Press.1992).

What of Freud's translation into other cultures? There are consequences for the way we teach.

In France, there was a need for Cartesian certainty, security and clarity, and the French largely resisted psychoanalysis until Lacan.  Then, in the aftermath of May ’68, Lacan became present in the way of thinking:  Psychoanalysis is perceived as a mode of research into the unconscious it is above all else the theory and practice of language and the ego is something to be by-passed because it is the source of misapprehension.  Like Levi-Strauss, Lacan put a model of language at the centre of his work, and moved away from the psycho-sexual framework, his point being that the structure of the unconscious, whether in the individual or in cultural forms, is in the structure of a language. 

In the US, the tragic dimension of the Freudian vision has been purged: the forces of the id (the child who is free and has total power) the unheimlich (Unconscious), and the conflictual structures of the self are shunned in favour of hedonism and optimism.  There is a crucial emphasis on the nature and structure of the ego and its development, on personal freedom, the capacity to change oneself, to transcend one’s condition: personal development is viewed in terms of stages in interpersonal relationships, an essentially an optimistic transformation, for self-management.  But also an expectation that the person will 'fit' in the social system.

We can mention Fromm, Erickson, Stack Sullivan etc.  Also Kurt Lewin (group dynamics), and Carl Rogers whose work is central to the research on Autonomy in Language Learning (His thinking on counselling and therapy has been adopted by L. A.).  The learning process is person-centred, concerned with verbal productions, with deep respect of the personality, with the attitudes of the learner as a separate person.  Having conducted intercultural/language work in the U.S. on these lines, albeit mediated by a strong dose of UK psycho-dynamics openness, I've been struck by the liberating power and effectiveness of some 'techniques' in terms of individual development and awareness.

It is worth making a functional parenthesis.  Scholars who have been most passionately involved in those approaches in France, such as Levi-Strauss, Durkheim, Moss, are Jewish people.  For people at the receiving end of persecution and prejudice, having an understanding of the workings of the psyche is 'useful' in order to anticipate the next blow, the aggressor's future moves.  People who left Nazi Germany from Berlin, Frankfurt etc, such as Lewin, Fromm and more, took their extraordinarily innovative research with them to the United States and, in cross-fertilisation with American optimism, turned it into something that could be used constructively.  As Lewin said, 'There is nothing more practical than a good theory'.  The 'diasporic' source of their preoccupations, resonant with mine, has been the reason for my interest in their approaches.

The interest in cross-cultural communication by Social Psychology in Britain includes some researchers and practitioners who went to the U.S. to look at Group Dynamics, saw how the American cultural framework they brought back to Britain didn’t ‘click’, and opened up new research. 

In Britain, psychoanalysis is also associated with Melanie Klein, a Jewish refugee from central Europe.  She emphasised the moral implications involved in the development of the super-ego, and her work was further developed by Bion and Winnicott, with the Object- Relations theory of the earliest infantile period, and the notion that the genesis of moral consciousness lies in the depressive position of the baby.   Klein’s ‘good’ breast and ‘bad’ breast theory is famous: the baby who knows total infantile bliss, also has to be separated from the mother (otherwise s/he would be 'engulfed', 'swamped', 'drowned', mark the words), creating an ambivalence of bliss and rage at the same time.   This perspective emphasises that pain and suffering are an inevitable part of human relatedness, and learning to come to terms with those and bring them out into consciousness contributes to adult development and more objectivity.

So this is briefly what the scene can begin to offer.  What can 'interculturalists' make of it? 

The work of George Devereux is interesting in this connection - his interest in psychoanalysis made him an outsider among anthropologists.  He points out that what psychoanalysis teaches us is that anxiety is not something to be avoided but is the driving force that propels our intellectual questing.  It means constant vigilance and, like Alice in Wonderland, the anthropologist is 'in constant motion in a tunnel that links the conscious and the unconscious, and is the conduit from our world to theirs'. 

At the end of the day, ethnographers are also conducting an experiment with themselves, like it or not.  It is not about the logic of difference, it's simply a question of acknowledging the logic of otherness, the 'other' being in ourselves (not ‘them’, my informants, and ‘us' the academics), but dealing with that difference, and living happily with that closure.  Unclean, dysfunctional it may feel, perhaps, but that’s how it is.  

DISCUSSION

RC
What is the nature of the research that concerns us as potential active researchers, which comes out of the literatures and approaches that you’ve mentioned?  Is it essentially scholarship-grounded, i.e. is it based on literature or is it research which is grounded in the experimental, in the actual carrying out of a form of social psychology?  

SC

It is at the intersection, composite.  Approaches are experimental at the moment, being conducted with very different audiences, different publics, different types of learners and teachers as well.  One example is a course we ran this year for 4th year students, entitled Cultural Transitions.  My own role was to introduce the language dimension, what language does and what it is about, to raise awareness of issues about language and cultures.  

We included literary works in our syllabus.  The reading list was planned in a brainstorming session with a handful of staff, all throwing in what we perceived as powerful texts that were likely to provoke reactions in the students.  Unexpectedly, in the course feedback the students stated emphatically that the use of the literature had been a powerful agent in their personal development.  Among the books they had been asked to read and report upon, they selected those texts which resonated with their biographical tensions and personal motivations.  Their personal cultures had become intertwined.  

In the psycho-dynamics dimension, we included role-play, such as the 'Ambassadors game' which powerfully brings emotions to the fore.  The 'cognitive' mapping included introductory seminar discussions on Goffman as a framework for the psychology of institutions / groups / Master-Slave dialectic (we run a seminar session on prisons and culture). Also some inter-cultural comparative research by Hofstede, Adler etc. and even Hall, as, interestingly, students find Hall’s Silent Language an illuminating reference point.  The reading was interdisciplinary (Foucault is a favourite), with Goffman as a core reference.  Methodology revolved around Group Dynamics, but first allowing people to narrate self-introductions and focus on the central dimensions of their own culture (not obligatory, indeed it was Brislin who pointed out that 10% of learning groups will not join in the reflective exercise, which has been confirmed), before engaging in joint activities, followed by mutual feedback

To recap, we incorporated literature; psychodrama (games); theories of knowledge, comparative research data, self-presentations; diaries.  People presented their analysis of the literature they had selected.  Camus’ s Le Premier Homme was frequently chosen (works were provided in the foreign language as well as in English translation).  The critical discourse analysis work brought up the issue of the reader's self-projection, triggering extraordinary reactions.   

The course included an ethnography project of their choice.  Several, from diasporic backgrounds, interviewed their parents.  We used Muriel Saville-Troike’s book on the Ethnography of Communication as a general reference, underlining the ethical basics of research and interviewing.  Personal transformation took place, which surprised and pleased us.  We saw what can be achieved by students, by bringing together heterogeneous dimensions and disciplinary perspectives.  The written feedback was extremely positive and the informal feedback even more so, in quite emotional ways.  Some said that this was the best and most

important course they had done at the university.   

JH

Is there a possibility of generalising over and above the individual?  What  you said seems very individual, personal, something that has to do with the individual person’s inside and problems and identification.  Is there any possibility of generalising over and above the individual case - or maybe you don’t want to do this?  

SC

We ran another course, called Bilingual Peer Learning, focused on being with others, therefore on relationships, where we put students of different cultures face to face and expected them to communicate in the other’s language (a by-product was the speed and high standard of foreign language acquisition).  This course also rests upon Kurt Lewin’s psychoanalytic principle of field force and creative tension as well as on Bion's work on the psycho-dynamics of groups. (See K. Lewin, Resolving Social Conflicts, New York, Harper and Row, 1967; W.R. Bion, Learning from Experience, London, Maresfield Reprints, 1984).

Students were asked to work in dyads, sometimes in trios, and the tutor set clear boundaries within which interpersonal psychological parameters can come into play, such as competivity, working towards a common aim, negotiating in the other person’s language.  The idea was to create this famous climate of trust whereby people can support each other.   We expected the standard outcome in language acquisition, but set our energies on the intercultural learning coming from the impact of the disintegration that follows unmet expectations in face-to-face interaction (a clash of cultural schemata).  Tensions and conflicts that would be ignored in an ordinary course but in which the learning resides are processed by using the framework of psycho-dynamics. 

As far as concrete language progress was concerned, students were strongly self-motivated.   For 'empowerment' and 'autonomy' we had created the framework within which their motivation could be kindled.  For intercultural learning, we 'channelled' the creative tension, monitoring the energy raised by 'cultural shock' (encountering the other) so that it doesn’t explode, like stoking an engine in an old-fashioned locomotive.  Conflict through encounters can be very ‘useful’, as it does disintegrate habitual ways of looking at the world.  However, left unprocessed, it can lead to hostile responses, prejudice, even racist projections.  The careful processing of that conflict allows students to vocalise their experience in a triangulation process.  

In a climate of trust, people are invited to express feelings about an upsetting inter-cultural experience, describing reactions to the way, for instance, those Americans treated me.  The students knows it is OK to describe something apparently trivial, more id directed.  Emotions are allowed to be expressed in the safe context of a supportive group, with an ‘invisible’ but supportive tutor.  After voicing feelings and rationalisations about 'those people', the speaker will listen to another student's feedback on how her comments come across and the impact of those comments will, in turn, trigger a dialogue etc.

Such a form a form of '360° feedback' we borrowed from graduate management studies, for an environment that encourages objectivity.   Never, to go back to Carl Rogers’ s point, must the individual be made to feel insecure or inferior.  This person-centred learning requires total respect and a sense of security in which the learning happens so that what is contemplated can then become an object of reflection and choice.  Hence the crucial investment in creating respectful relationships, at an informal level, in order for the cognitive dimensions of inter-cultural learning, but also the affective and the behavioural to unfold.  As Abercrombie says of this approach: 'It opens unexpected fields, it liberates the ability to think in different ways, it gets rid of that split and projection.'

David Steel

Getting back to the theoretical basis, are you suggesting that the problematics of intercultural studies or intercultural research are an extension of the problematics of the individual development as seen according to the Freudian model?   In other words are you saying that the Freudian picture of the conflicts within the individual psyche is a model for intercultural research?

SC

I would say that it is one of the models.  I wouldn’t be exclusive -- Freud’s work is against anything total.  But it is one of the approaches.   

DS 

Would you be claiming or suggesting that it is legitimate and possible to study intercultural phenomena within one individual person as opposed to across persons?  We tend to understand it as between dualities, of persons or peoples. 

SC

It is about both, because my projections on to the other have to do with myself.  Self-knowledge about this can bring about powerful change if I acknowledge that what 'annoys' me about other people and their behaviours is also linked to what I do not like about myself.  A black colleague of mine, a Nigerian, from whom I learn a lot; has completed a doctorate on psychoanalysis and racism after powerful and difficult inter-cultural experiences in this country from which he’s trying to distance himself.  His academic colleagues' denial of racist reactions to his colour and resistance to reflecting on the complexity of their reactions (what fears are they denying and projecting?) is a source of pain for him, as well as self-knowledge through analysis of his own discourse in response to his painful experiences.

People's reactions to asylum seekers are worthy of analysis.  For example, a fellow passenger on the train yesterday said: “They’re all over the place, we can’t get rid of them!” and I asked, “Well, where are they?” He was quoting something from Mrs Thatcher which goes back to the late 70s but nevertheless is still in fashion:  “We’re in danger of being swamped.”   The concept of being swamped, contagion, etc.  goes back to the concept of projection 'outside' oneself: what I don’t like within myself I will throw back on you.  It’s about purifying oneself from unwanted and unpleasant internal conflict; which goes back to Freud's oral and anal stages.  The function of projection is to contrast itself with the outside world that is strange and threatening.   The fear of being swamped can be seen as the displacement of an inner conflict for the racist speaker; as it is experienced as persecutory for the purified ego.  

The key indicator is the creation of a kind of panic.  Enoch Powell’s speeches were about whipping up the panic of crime being committed, appealing to unspoken fantasies:  'They’re murdering/ raping our daughters.'  Hence 'we' need to shift boundaries and to ward off that 'other' we fear.

A recent BBC programme with Marcus Howe focused on British attitudes to immigrants and on the arrival of central European refugees at Dover or Folkestone.  The words used by the local people: “they’re everywhere”, “they hang out together in crowds”, “they’ve taken over the streets” – expressed the fear of being swamped.  The journalists go looking around and find two boys sitting on a bench in the park.  One of the boys they interview nearly bursts into tears talking about his family back in Kosovo.  We then go back to the streets, looking for these ‘hordes’, but, of course, monsters are always invisible.

RHC 

The language you are using suggests a discourse-based kind of research.    I took David Steel to be asking whether it was possible to research interculture by looking at just one individual, by carrying out a complete psychoanalysis of an individual, and generalise from there. 

SC

As long as one accepts that there exist core concepts which are simply there, part of the human condition if you like, and that each of us develops in individual ways.  One individual's private psychological analysis will echo to general rules governing human relationships, the sources of irrational thinking etc.  So in that sense, yes.  John Forrester, a British psychoanalyst, says that the technique of speech known as psychoanalysis requires that as well as the so-called meaning the frame of discourse must be examined.  Over and beyond what this discourse is saying, (we are into enonce and enociation here), what aim does this discourse have?  

The psychoanalyst is a discourse analyst who 'understands' the broader framework of the transactions between our social and our psychic lives, our consciousness and our unconscious, the source of the so-called irrational.  S/he listens to the specific, always individual configurations within the broader framework, and helps this individual through his personal labyrinth.  Now, what happens in group psycho-dynamics, for example, is that the interaction is 'translated' with complex adaptations to a group setting.  One of the many essential ingredients retained is the group facilitator's powerfully trained 'analyst' ear and capacity to carefully guide reflection on conflictual states of mind, through understanding and not through moral judgement (see W.R. Bion, 1984).  It is therefore about listening also, as in analysis, but on the mode of experiencing in groups (inter-action with others), and exercising sharpened discourse analytic skills that accept dimensions beyond the simply cognitive.  What is hidden in the language reveals as much as that which is expressed in its structures. 

Discourse analysis can be about re-interpreting, re-reading discourse, for example by analysing dream narrative, slips of the tongue, recurrent patternings in the surface structures.  The underlying tensions in a narrator’s personal experiences can be observed, if we learn to read them, in the tensions and clashes between discourse units and other structural properties (see the analysis of culture shock narratives).  The experiences narrated are hidden or displaced by constant projection through various stylistic and rhetorical means.  Narrative analysis can for example illuminate positions regarding cultural affiliations and identity.  

Analysing language can be a powerful way of illuminating/bringing to the surface the unconscious projections of an individual.  If one sticks to a cognitive level one remains myopic.  Change involves a revolution that takes place at the affective level, a bringing into consciousness, into the open, which involves some turmoil since the emotions are deeply linked with the unconscious.  General and individual are interconnected. 

RESEARCHING INTERCULTURAL CONVERSATION

Juliane House, University of Hamburg, Germany

Previous speakers have already mentioned several of the things that I want to deal with.  In research methodology one of the critical points seems to me to be getting from the individual case to the generalisation. 

In researching intercultural conversations between people from different linguistic and cultural backgrounds we face the following dilemma:  on the one hand we must try to understand and explain systematic cross-cultural differences in terms of preferences, perspectives, values at all levels of language use; preferences that are normally learned early in life, with the acquisition of a mother tongue, and are thus part of unconscious language behaviour, mostly automatic, which is difficult, if not impossible, to change.  Such behaviour has its origins in long established socio-historical traditions, and is maintained in a particular culture group through networks of interpersonal relationships and can in intercultural encounters easily lead to miscommunication.  On the other hand we have to look at each interaction as a separate achievement – as a case – and take into account the particular participants, their particular biographical backgrounds, their current state of mind, their interactional history and attitudes towards each other, their willingness and ability to co-operate with each other in the particular situation on hand.  At the same time we have to bear in mind the multiplicity of other situation-specific factors,  which affect the communicative process and which we cannot possibly take into account completely.  We just have to be aware that things are even more complicated in each individual case.  

How is it possible to get from means to ends?  How can we unite the two strengths -- because clearly, in understanding what goes on in any intercultural encounter we have to do both.  To quote Wallace Chafe from Discourse, Consciousness and Time :

“Understanding of whatever kind is the ability through imagination to relate 

limited particular concrete observations to larger, more encompassing, more 

stable schemas within which the particular experiences fit.” 

To increase such understanding we have to have as broad a perspective as possible and also we have to establish a workable descriptive framework that can provide us with approximate causal explanations of why things we find out are the way they are.  

And we understand better if we expand the descriptive framework that we have 

fashioned for ourselves, because understanding always increases with an expanded 

field of vision.  For this expanded vision we need two things:

1. A wide range of data

Over the past 25 years I have worked with a wide spectrum of different types of data:  

· Relatively experimental role plays, triangulated with retrospective interviews and contrasting English and German.  I mostly worked with the languages English and German.  

· Discourse completion tasks – little bits of questionnaire items and complemented them with rating tasks.  

· Observation of exchange students, mostly Americans coming to Hamburg University while on a Year Abroad experience, making notes of ‘critical incidents’, where they were apparently shaken by either prejudice or by their own inability to master the situation.  

· Also diary-type records and then of course narrative interviews about certain incidents with these subjects.  

· Lastly, authentic conversations, which are of course very difficult to get.  Either you do this yourself or you ask the students themselves to take notes of interactions. 

All this variety of data can be classified in a certain way.  According to Chafe you can separate or systematise the data elicitation into manipulated/natural, and public/private domains.  There is a place for literature in terms of the imagination, not only by the researcher him/herself, but also by what other people have creatively imagined.  

Data Elicitation Types (adapted from Chafe 1994: 18)

________________________________________________________________

                                                              Public                                                Private

Manipulated 
                        Experimentation                               Judgments 

                                                                      Elicitation                                           Ratings

___________________________________________________________________________

Natural                                                          Ethnography                                    Imagination 

                                                                      Corpus-based Research                   Literature

___________________________________________________________________________

Focus and procedure in some data collection formats (Kasper 2000: 316)

                                                  FOCUS                                                 PROCEDURE

                              interaction  comprehension  production  metapragmatic           0nline/            Interaction

                                                                                                                                  offline    with researcher

Authentic                    +                    +                     +                     -                           on                    -/+

   discourse 

Elicited                       +                    +                     +                     -                            on                    +/-

    conversation

Role-play                   +                     +                     +                    -                            on                     - 

Production                  -                    -                       +                    -                            off                    -

    questionnaire

Multiple choice          -                    +                      +                     +                         off/on

 - 

Scales                         -                    -                       -                      +                          off                     -

Interview 
         -                    -                       -                      +                          off                     +

Diary                          -                    -                       -                      +                          off                     -

Think-aloud               -                   +                       +

+                         on                      -

    protocols

There is also a more differentiated classification of various data collection formats, from an article by Gabi Kasper, according to what the researcher does, whether he/she interacts with the subject, whether the type of research includes comprehension and production or whether there is interaction between the researcher and the subject and meta-pragmatic means whether you operate with certain ratings. 

Critical incidents from the data, written or spoken, can then be put on the scale, and questions can be asked, either of the people involved or expert bilingual judges as I did, about role relationships, effects, incidents etc.  This shows how broad an approach one has to have in terms of making really valid or approximately valid statements about a particular case of misunderstanding, or critical incident.  I think it’s very important to have this data as broad as possible. 

2. The ability to imagine and use a wide range of explanatory approaches. 

The second pre-requisite is to have access to or at least be interested in an expanded vision, as Chafe calls this.  One broadens one’s vision with respect to the disciplines referred to.  “Language” as Halliday has said, “is both intra-organismic and inter-organismic.  Both are products of the mind and of society.”  We cannot begin to understand intercultural conversation if we don’t look at the whole picture.  We have to concentrate not only on what happens in the mind, prejudice and so on, but we also have to take interaction into account.  Obviously, however, no-one can master the conceptual content and the methodologies of many different disciplines.  To attempt this would lead to self-defeating dilettantism.  What is needed is an eclectic approach.  The way I see it, one starts with a specific problem or a specific research question, a specific Erkenntnisinteresse  to be a bit more inflated, and then looks for different approaches and different disciplines that might offer useful insights with respect to this particular question.  

Various approaches offer themselves e.g. the discourse analysis approach on a linguistic side and the type of discourse view that Sylvette Cormeraie presented which is more psychoanalytical.   In a general social view of language, the way Goffman distinguished between responses and replies; and also between the co-text on the linguistic superficial level and the entire context is very important in terms of interpreting what people say or might have meant.  Then there is the intercultural “miscommunication” – the literature, e.g. the work by John Gumperz, the use of contextualisation keys:  what in the language points to the context outside of the particular utterance?  Or the work by Deborah Tannen, who posited two cultures, male and female, and the way frames can be switched in the conversation.  

There are also psychopathological studies by which I mean ‘slip of the tongue’ work that was mentioned and other more psychopathological studies, e.g. the work by Ellen Langer, who has looked at the way ageing affects the talk and other affective behaviour.  She talks about the “automaticity” in speaking, that people often talk without really thinking, and this creates misunderstanding.  Much of phatic talk happens quite automatically, such as routines enacted at the beginning of talk and for leave-taking formulas.  This should be taking into account that people often don’t mean what they say because they don’t notice themselves what they say, which is actually quite normal.    

Information processing views are also important because we have to take into account how information is processed in the brain.  I have worked with the cognitive discourse processing model with which one can capture both cognitive processes and also lately the emotional intelligence.   The research about this suggests that it is important that in an interaction there is first a gut or emotional reaction and then one decides for or against it, and only later is this decoded.  This can be displayed in terms of cognitive discourse processing.  

Last but not least there is Cultural Studies.  You have to know why people tend to talk about certain things -  the topic selection – for which you have to go beyond the language.   The fluency and the skill debate comes in there.  You have to know the richness of socio-historical content out of which people come.   

3.  Intercultural Misunderstanding as a norm. 

If there are differences we find out differences on the second level – not the case study but the generalisations.  To a very large degree intercultural misunderstanding is not avoidable.  In my own work I started from a series of pragma-linguistic and discourse analysis of German and English discourse specimens, and I looked at opening and closing phases, topic initiation development, discourse strategies and the realisation of certain speech acts and sequences – the way politeness and directness is enacted, always by German and English native speakers.  This detailed contrastive analysis led me to assume certain systematic differences in German and English discourse preferences (see next overhead)  

These differences are not dichotomies but are continua and they represent the outcome of all these analyses and individual case studies.  If you look at them as continua or clines in the Hallidayan tradition, I would venture to say that German native speakers in interactions very frequently veer towards the left-hand side. 

For instance in the analysis in discourse completion tests I found that in realising certain speech acts such as requests, apologies, offers etc., Germans very frequently say what they mean more directly.  In other words linguistic surface structure is such that you don’t have to delve into deep inferential processes.  The meaning is not hidden in any way.  
Orientation towards self means that in certain routines, it would be more natural or more usual  for Germans to stress what the speaker, the ego, wants rather than the interpersonal perspective.

In prototypical utterances from these studies, when wanting to enter somebody’s office, in English you would say “Are you busy at the moment?” and in German you would say “Störe ich?  Kann ich Sie einen Moment stören?”  This orientation towards self or towards other has no consequences about character, it is just a way of realising linguistically whether the “ich” is on the surface.   

Another example is taken from an apology study where a colleague offends another one by a nasty remark.  The utterance frequently realised in the German set of data that I had was “Ich wollte dich nicht kränken”  and the English parallel data was “You’re not upset, are you?” or  “I hope you’re not upset.” Talk formulation versus verbal routines is an observation emanating from my research that particularly occurs in phatic discourses, at the beginning and end of conversations and also in terms of apologies.  There seemed to be more verbal routines available in the English language and in English discourse than in German.  If the routines are not there they have to be improvised and formulated ad hoc, which may present so much difficulty and such a wide variety of possibilities that very frequently it may not be realised at all.   

For instance, in opening and closing you have routines such as “nice to see you, nice to have met you,” in English whereas in German there is not the same gamut of formulae available.  This is changing now, through the influence of American television.   You can now hear formulae such as Man sieht sich, Wir telefonieren  or Wir sehen uns which are new in the German language.  They have been "imported" (i.e. translated) from English, because people felt they needed such short routines.

INTERCULTURAL DIFFERENCES 

Along the hypothesized dimensions

(1) You're not upset, are you?/I hope you're not upset 

                                                Ich wollte dich nicht kränken
(2) Are you busy at the moment?

                                               Störe ich? Kann ich Sie einen Moment stören?

(3) Is this seat taken? / Is anyone sitting here? 

                                               Ist dieser Platz noch frei?

(4) Situation: A wants B to do P
Don't you think it might be a good idea if you did P.

                                               Ich finde Du solltest P tun.

(5) Situation: Describing a State of Affairs 

Without trying to bore you with unnecessary details... 

                                             Also mein Hauptpunkt hier ist folgender und ich will versuchen, die 

                                             wesentlichsten Punkte hier in aller Kürze darzustellen…

(6) Opening/Closing Phatic Talk
Nice to see you 



Nice to have met you 

Lovely talking to you 





Adlib Ad-hoc formulation

Let's keep in touch 

Let's have dinner some time 

(7) Situation: A has stepped on B's toes
                                                                                 (Oh) Entschuldigung 

                                                                                 Verzeihung

                            Sorry                                            Entschuldigen Sie (bitte) 

                                                                                 Tut mir leid 

                                                                                 Pardon

                                                                                 Sorry   etc.
With the apology, there are now various alternative formulations, which makes life more complicated.  Young people say “sorry” because it’s easier – it’s multifunctional, you can always use it.  You can use it when you’ve done something really bad and you can say it when you just bump into someone.  So there is a difference from the language. 

One can generalise from these differences as I’ve done, but in German discourse the ideational function -- the cognitive, content function seems to be given preference over the interpersonal one.  

Dimensions of Cross-Cultural Difference

(German • English)

                                                     Directness    ←→      Indirectness

                               Orientation towards Self    ←→      Orientation towards Other

                         Orientation towards Content    ←→     Orientation towards Addressees

                                                   Explicitness    ←→     Implicitness

                                     Ad-Hoc Formulation    ←→     Verbal Routines
Further, one might hypothesize that Gricean maxims, taken as rough guidelines of how speakers behave in interactions, interpret a differential in the German and Anglophone context.  The trend towards explicitation of content in German discourse and context  has obvious repercussions with reference to the quantity and relevance of talk.  

Very often people who come to the German culture context from outside think that what is expatiated and elaborated at length is not “relevant” because the quality dimension is interpreted.  If this is so, and if we believe in the validity of these tendencies, then there must be misunderstanding.  From these discoursal differences I hypothesised differences in cultural conventions.  In doing this I implicitly support the view that language use is linked to culture.   Dan Slobin has called this “thinking for speaking”, which is a weak version of the linguistic relativity hypothesis.  Tentative explanations of the rules of some of the German cultural practices vis à vis the Anglophone ones, point to the specific German development of a break-up of national identity and the erosion of a feeling of community after World War II, which was a major shake-up of German cultures.  The break-up of etiquette in the sense of a behavioural canon of rules of conventional behaviour in post-war Germany, was probably much more marked than in any other culture, from my experience of living in other cultures myself.  

The educational system in Germany has traditionally placed greater emphasis on the transmission of content than on instilling a sense of community, or useful social skills, let alone the transmission of that particular brand of Anglo-Saxon etiquette of simulation where rules of verbal behaviour to the effect that one must sound as if one meant it, when expressing thanks, apologies, etc. and other facelifts, that are implicitly handed down from generation to generation.  The results of much of my German-English cross-cultural research seems to point to the direction that in German conversational intercourse, impression management is less strongly valued than in Anglophone.  It doesn’t matter that you feel a certain way but you just go ahead regardless. 

Another source of difference is the legal system which is very important in all intercultural research.  For instance, German and other European law is characterised by prefixed statutes, laws and regulations.  The Anglo-Saxon legal system is characterised by a more pragmatic, negotiable case-law system.  

Another important cultural influence on discoursal preferences is the different traditions in philosophy, namely idealistic philosophy vs. pragmatic philosophy in Anglophone countries.  This also filters into difference in the educational system.  For instance in Germany schoolchildren leave school at 12 o’clock, and don’t have the experience of community.  This has a decided influence on how one behaves in a community.  

My fourth point is intercultural misunderstanding and language and here I would like to ask whether today it is still possible to operate with the concept of culture at all.  Obviously there is no such thing as a stable social group uninfluenced by outside influences and personal idiosyncracies and obviously it’s wrong to assume a unified monolithic culture out of which all differences between people are idealised and cancelled.  Nevertheless, post-modernist relativisation and problematisation has, it seems to me, never led to its logical conclusion, namely the destruction of research into culture.  Nor has it prevented ethnographers from describing cultures as ”larger interpretive devices for understanding behaviour”.  Further, and I think this is most important, we should not ignore the experiences of those ordinary people directly affected, for instance the many participants in my own research, when they in all innocence report on their perceptions of cultural difference in members’ verbal behaviour in a particular cultural event.   

In this connection, I think the approach by Dennis Sperber is relevant.  He used culture in terms of different types of representation of ideas, values and behaviours.  According to Sperber, there exist a multitude of individual mental representations within a particular group or culture.  A subset of these, when overtly expressed in language and artefacts, turn into public representations which are communicated to others in the group with which these people interact.  This communication in turn gives rise to similar mental  representations in others which may again be communicated, etc. – a snowball effect of these mental representations.  If the subset of these representations is communicated frequently enough within the social group, they become firmly entrenched and turn into cultural representations.  Members of the particular culture are constantly influenced by these public cultural representations and this influence is most prominently represented through language – the language used by people when they communicate in one particular language, mostly the mother tongue of these various interactives.  Given such a socio-cognitive view of culture, there may thus be also justification in trying to describe culturally conditioned discourse phenomena, from dialectically linked etic, in other words culturally distant, from the outside, and emic culturally intensive perspectives.  One should have the two dialectic perspectives at the same time.  We should look at these things from inside, as is a good tradition in anthropology – Hynes and others talked about this – and also the view from outside, and balance them off, one against the other. 

Further as Ramathan and Atkinson pointed out “linking culture to language and discourse effectively reduces the risk of ethnic and national stereotyping” .  

I started out looking at leading from case-studied individual to generalisations.  This can be done via language because language is the means of getting out what is inside, to other people.  By taking a language-based approach I think one is licensed to venture some generalisations. 

My last point is interactions using English as a lingua franca and what I have boldly called the ”culture irrelevance hypothesis”.  What has recently interested me greatly is what happens when people interact using English as a lingua franca, which happens in many places, especially in Germany.  They are not using their native tongue,  they write in English and they talk in English.  So if you have different lingua franca situations, what happens?  Does it not multiply misunderstandings, causing people to hold little parallel conversations and not to talk to one another?  I found this is not the case at all, they get on very well, mostly because they tend to forget their native culture, there’s no transfer from this, and they use  English as a deculturised functional means of communication.  

Werner Huellen  a German applied linguist, makes a distinction between Kommunikationsprache and Identificationsprache, language that is used for communication only and language that is used or that offered itself for identifying oneself with these languages.  In English used as a lingua franca, this is just all going on, on the surface, so there’s no problem.  Participants in these conversations are incredibly co-operative -  they finish sentences, they help with finding words, and they all know that this is a foreign language.  They’re not intimidated by the wonderful native speakers and they follow what Allan Firth has called the “let it pass” principle.  If they notice there is some small misunderstanding, they let it pass and “mend” the conversation talk as they go along.  Really serious communication breakdowns and potential misunderstandings do not appear.  This is a field that is highly interesting, that should be researched much more thoroughly.  Very few people that I know that are actually involved in this field.
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DISCUSSION  

GJ 

I’d like to ask you about the role of power in the research that you do.  I was wondering if it would make a difference, for example, who exactly was asserting these things.  Would it make a difference if you had a second generation Turk asserting certain things or whether it was affected by gender, which you also mentioned.  I wondered what role you would accord to power in your particular research.  

JH 

I think one has to take it into account in assessing the roles that people interacting in these situations have.  And it is obviously the case that the better the command of the language, the more persons are empowered to actually get their rights and their opinions across.  This can of course not go against the real power relationship between, say, a professor and a student or an employer and an employee, etc.  It functions as one explanatory variable, also gender of course.  

GJ  

The reason I ask is because one of the things you said when you talked about post-modernism was you seemed to equate it with some kind of relativism - which to me is to relativise post-modernism itself.  It seemed to me you were straw-manning post-modernism.

There are several strands that might be useful for your work.  Something that’s come up in all the talks so far is, what do we mean by discourse.  This is a problem for the area of inter-cultural research because discourse can mean many things, it’s a multiplicitous concept, so when I hear the word discourse, I think of Foucault, whereas a systemic linguist, for example, might think of discours  which is something completely different. 

JH

I would say that the best answer is given by people working in the tradition of "critical discourse analysis" - Norman Fairclough and others, also van Dijk or the Australian school, Mattiessen, Jim Martin and, of course, Halliday himself.  They make an important contribution by taking real societal differences into account.  I would make a basic distinction between the type of linguistic discourse that I’ve been talking about, phenomena such as turn-taking, beginnings and endings, and societal impinging on this sort of thing.  Both are important.  But I would strongly disagree with only taking one school, and then making large generalisations, or only taking this lot of narrow linguistic viewpoint.  Chafe is wonderful.  We have to have an expanded vision.   

BC

What is the mechanism by which 'Discourse' and discourse as a specific in linguistics, are linked?  Many people, as you say, either do one or the other.  Critical discourse analysis, which is meant to be about power, seems to be lacking in explaining exactly how it is, that there is a relationship between those two things.  It’s common sense, we all accept it, but how does it work? 

JH

There’s a beautiful criticism by Henry Widdowson that you may have read, of the critical discourse analysis tradition.  If the critical discourse analysis people took the details of linguistic analysis more seriously , that would be very good because very often they don’t do this.  One can also look at Günther Kress and people like that.  I think the broader aspect is probably more interesting.  People just talk about power and how we are all underlings as females, etc, which does no service to the cause.  It would be far better to use really well-founded linguistic analysis to highlight  the fact that people are interrupted etc.

RC

The problem is it subordinates the individual to the discourse, to the context, which is seen as influencing almost totally the structure of the discourse.  The autonomy, the will, the desire for self-expression of the individual, is almost ruled out of account and that can be a real problem. 

BC

I think critical discourse analysis would argue precisely the opposite, that the whole point about  looking at discourse in such detail, is that the individual can challenge it by creating new discourse.  He accepts that there is a two-way process going on between the individual and the societal available cultural discourses.  

JH

The tension between what is in the language and what is in the discourse  is also reflected by the old register analysis.  In the late 60s I used this to analyse translations etc. and the widening to the concept of genre, where people who now look at Goethe  also forget that there is a nitty gritty of what the outdated register people did when they really looked at basically stylistic analysis, that’s how it started out, which became literary criticism.

Mike Byram
When you spoke about cultural irrelevance, English as a lingua franca, etc., takes us back  to some of the things that have been mentioned before about skills rather than process knowledge, and functional teaching.  This is an important question, which still, as you said, needs researching.  I don’t know about even the little bit that you mentioned, when people claim that they’re functioning in English without reference to their own cultural identities and positions, I find this difficult to accept, counter-intuitive vs. proper intellectual understanding.  But it’s an issue which perhaps modern languages departments in traditional universities might not be so aware of.  It is certainly an ELT issue which has come and gone but it still needs a lot of thought.  

JH

Actually I use the term “culture irrelevance” basically to provoke.  I gave a lecture in Vienna, and all the literary people attacked me strongly when I proposed this.  It is based on very little research at the moment.  There is  a PhD student, a Hungarian woman who has interesting data from the national student meeting in Holland.  She met all sorts of different people and they all speak English.  It’s a simulation of her debate.  I myself gathered a little bit of data but arranging for international students to talk to secretaries in English in our department, talking amongst themselves in little groups, but it’s the real finding at the moment for me is how very cooperative this talk is and how they seem to be liberated from the intimidating native speaker and they are pretty good, amongst themselves.

DS

There are often examples of students saying that they spent their PRA in France with other students from Germany, America or Spain, and they all had to speak in French together use French as the lingua franca, or they use German if they’re in Germany.  They often speak quite positively of that experience.

JH

But the sad thing is, my husband Willis Edmondson, has collected a large corpus of subjective personal learning biographies from German students over the years, about 400 by now, and many of the students, when they are in this situation, describe how well they got on, but nevertheless often come to the inauthentic conclusion that it would have been better if the interaction had been with a native speaker, to ensure the correctness of the language.  

TM

This is an important area because it underpins a lot of policy making.  People in government and in business who think that they should dabble in foreign language learning, or intercultural learning, actually turn to personal, subjective evidence such as this, as a reason for not engaging in intercultural learning.  This is a very facile solution.  A lot of training companies have researched the subject in order to persuade decision makers that they should invest in some kind of learning, but the resistance is a very strong force beneath the surface of the waves which needs to be looked at more seriously in order to be dismantled effectively.  

AT

It could be critiqued as an example of a third space.  

SC
I was using the term creolisation recently to talk about this third type of language, the new composite language that is being used between non-native speakers of English.  I meant creolisation in a creative manner, not as the traditional colonial definition of creole as a bastardised version of the dominant language since there remains a powerful assumption that hybridity is dirty.  My own experience over the last half a dozen years, of dealing with people who communicate with English as a lingua franca, is that they first map out their own cultural conventions onto the English frame.  There experience clashes of course, but also a liberation because you start creating another world, another culture, away from the past (parents, teachers, etc.)  It is creative from that point of view but I wouldn’t say it is 'suspended' in space or totally liberated, I’m suspicious about this idea of a Third Space.  The presence of a native speaker, from what I have observed, can also be a handicap, because native speakers who are unaware of their fluency and unreflective about the nature of the language they use, can be intimidating.

AP

I was thinking about contacts with students from different backgrounds speaking a foreign language together, and the intense competitiveness that goes on in those situations as to who has the best accent, who has the best level of vocabulary, who makes the least number of mistakes, which is also a powerful motivator.   There might be wonderful cultural communication where everyone’s helping each other but at the same time, there’s that difficult, dirtier side to it which shouldn’t be downplayed.  

But what we have when people talk in that way is something absolutely fascinating.  I wouldn’t say it was de-cultured – there’s gender there, race, class, and a huge amount of power, a lot of interesting formative things going on that make it a fascinating field for research.  It suggests to me a fascinating historical parallel with the growth of the Roman Empire and Latin. 

I find that the more questions I ask of an intercultural field, the more I start to begin my research in that way, and the more of a self-defeating dilettante I have to become.  And actually, there’s something quite empowering about saying, actually, I don’t know about this field, I’ve got to find out about it, rather than burying ourselves in increasingly narrow tunnel-visioned territorial disciplines.

SC

This is not dilettantism, it is academic humility, openness, turning your ignorance into an instrument of learning.
Andy Stafford
It’s also de-normalising, if that is the word, taking away this idea that there is a kind of corpus of information that we all have to have.

AT 

That goes back to Gavin’s comment about power because we’re in an environment where specialism equals negotiating power and professional recognition.  Whereas in fact this search to improve our own knowledge is modest and therefore not powerful.   I think quite a few people feel that tension, am I an expert or am I not?   Oh, God, no I’m not,  because I’ve got to read so-and-so.  But then you have to present yourself as a modern expert in order to get funding.   

UNDERSTANDING INTERCULTURE THROUGH DISCOURSE

Robert Crawshaw, Lancaster University

I’m here to some extent as a surrogate for my colleague Karin, who was going to talk within a particular frame that picks up exactly what Juliane was saying about identifying particular discourses that were going to be analysed within a broad range of data, and trying to identify methodologies for analysing particular forms of data.  

These are exactly the challenges that the Interculture Project has been grappling with.  In introducing the topic, understanding interculture through discourse, we were attempting precisely to come to grips with that problem.  We have a wide range of data covering interviews, diaries and focus groups, and the full range of research issues have been confronting us – exactly what should we be concentrating on; if we concentrate on discourse, what should we be looking at through the discourse.  

The FDTL have set us an agenda which responded to our own proposal, which was to identify topics, zones or areas of cultural misunderstanding and then to devise pedagogical materials which would address those particular areas of cultural misunderstanding, intercultural incidents, or so-called critical incidents, which was fine, but the identification of the issues or incidents themselves, was a research problem.  Then once the areas of incidence had been identified, what did you do with all the discourse that described them?  We’re still very much grappling with these problems.    

Our project and the research that it has generated are rooted in precisely what Juliane was saying, that culture is a question of individual mental representations, that it is essentially a dynamic and not a static process, and that any attempt to capture intercultural attitudes on the part of students through processes such as semantic differentials, could not give anything like a satisfactory account of what was going on, and did not express accurately what students’ attitudes really were. 

Apart from identifying topics, we were also attempting through the work that is subsequently being done, to identify processes, exactly what was going on in the minds of the students at the time when they wrote diaries, and what these diaries told us.  Not simply about the events themselves, as they were experienced by the students, but the ways in which the students related to the events, related to the process of narration and related to the potential interlocutors, audience, or readers of the diaries.  There was also the question of exactly what we were looking at -- the identity of the students; the way in which the students positioned themselves vis à vis the events that they had experienced in the past; the relationship between those events as experienced and the various contextual factors which were affecting the way in which they talked about them.

Unravelling that particular problem is the most interesting part of what we’re trying to do, which means having to identify through a discourse like a diary, exactly what elements within the discourse are addressed to the potential reader, what elements within the discourse are effectively a form of self-interrogation, an attempt to try to come to terms with the experience that the individual has had, and to what extent also the discourse itself marked shifts in position from the concrete event to the audience and, if you were going to look at those things, exactly what traces were there in the language which would enable you to draw those kinds of conclusions.  

The other question which again was mentioned by Juliane is the extent to which the narrative is a product of the context in which it’s written and to what extent it’s a real expression of what the students feel.   There is only the discourse itself, and as linguists, we come to that discourse by looking at particular structures or discursive features.  Then it’s necessary to identify what a discursive feature is.  Is it described in purely linguistic terms?  Does one look at negation, passivisation, deixis, the uses of tense, phatic interjection, code switching, and if so, how do you identify them systematically?   All those things have to be looked at but can’t be looked at simultaneously.  

So do you do it feature by feature, or take a case study approach, and build up a complete profile of an individual, and through the discursive features attempt empirically to draw some kind of conclusion about the identity of that person, in which case you encounter the kind of issue that was being talked about earlier, to what extent you can generalise from a single case study or a small selection of case studies.  All you can say is that this is a case study and it then becomes up to the reader of the analysis to draw his or her own conclusions.  Does this simply become condemnable as merely anecdotal research?  There is a constant tension between a kind of humanistic approach to taking an individual case and drawing personal conclusions from it, which in turn means that the individual can more or less select the discursive features at which they will look, or whether it needs to be grounded in some scientific, theoretical approach which suggests methodically looking at the use of a particular feature such as deixis, negation, or the use of impersonal constructions, and from that draw some wider conclusion about the nature of intercultural discourse.  Doing that may tell you more about the nature of the discourse itself than about the reality of the intercultural interaction, that it’s quite dangerous to draw wider conclusions about what is actually going on in intercultural terms.  It can perhaps tell you something about the nature of the discursive formation, the internal structure of the discourse, the narrative, which is entailed by writing a student diary or engaging in a student focus group.  The object or focus of research constantly shifts between the individual, the intercultural interaction, and the discourse.  These are very difficult choices but they have to be made if convincing research is to be done. 

Another aspect in which Karin is more involved, and would have spoken about, is the extent to which the participant’s view of the “other”, either the writer of the diary or the participant in the focus group, is conditioned by the context in which that narrative takes place.   This can become almost a question of power.   Participating in that context may mean that students in a focus group are competing with each other, to some extent.  Students writing a diary are doing so in a power relationship within an institution which has judged them, on the basis of the diary that they write, and clearly these things have to be taken into account.  If your object of research is precisely the nature of that power relationship, as expressed through the discourse, this greatly simplifies things - at least you know what you’re looking at.  

At the moment we’re faced with all this data and it’s a question of identifying what the focus, what the priority of the research is going to be, which in turn conditions exactly what you look at in the discourse.  So that’s the problematique, it’s not the solution.

DISCUSSION

MB 

 It’s one thing to consider your research within the context of a group like this where we’re quite rightly coming at this kind of work from half a dozen different disciplinary angles, and that’s possibly a source of some confusion to you, in terms of how you can use all of this input in order to decide on the right strategy for your data.  It’s possibly something else to consider your research as part of a more focussed strategy which is one to some extent of giving credit, value to the process of foreign language learning.  I don’t want to go back into the issue of the foreign language learning crisis in the UK, but it does seem to me that your research is an important part of the process of understanding exactly what the process of interculturalisation involves for people who are learning foreign languages on the one hand and what it may involve on the other hand for people who are not learning foreign languages.  One of our concerns must be to identify what the extra progress or benefit, or “added value” is of foreign language in the process of intercultural mobility and contact between people from different cultural backgrounds.  If you look at your data from the perspective of being an important staging point in identifying what happens when people venture into other cultures, with or without the benefit of foreign languages – does that possibly provide some way forward for you to identify the issues that need to be quantified or valorised?

RC

It may do, if that’s really what you’re interested in.  Of course as professionals we are interested in that.  All of us want to validate intercultural encounter, to embed intercultural learning within the curriculum and to advance the case politically to ensure that our discipline continues and that as many young people as possible get the benefits of that kind of experience.  Anything that goes towards that end must be good and to the extent to which this data and the analysis of it can contribute to it, so much the better.  What we as researchers get out of this stuff should perhaps not be quite as instrumental or as causal as that, we ought to be trying to look at what  social determinants lie behind the students’ attitudes, before they go.  Our data can’t really tell us that but we can infer things from it which allow us to position the students vis à vis the other culture and thereby draw certain conclusions about what their attitudes are at the time when they’re experiencing it.  And that’s interesting but for me it’s much more interesting in general abstract, social, intellectual, personal terms, than it is in instrumental ones.

Terry Mughan

Would it not be helpful to have a similar set of data which was drawing on students who were not foreign linguists?

RC

We would very much like to do that, if fact we have a bid at the moment to the ESRC, to look at precisely that, at boundary crossing, and to look much more at a much wider student population who were transferring into HE from Secondary Education and moved from discipline to discipline within HE, and are moving from UK culture to another culture, within their HE programmes, which would allow us much better to look at what students attitudes are towards themselves within the UK culture.  How they view themselves as members of a cultural group, than our data has so far allowed us to do.  

TM 

That is a massive step forward.  What we should be doing is seeking to locate foreign learning within its contribution to the different disciplines that we’ve identified today.  Rather than thinking what they’ve got to offer us, we should be saying, what have we got to offer them, and I think the kind of research you’re talking about, will be seen as a step in that direction.

BC

In the issue about discourse etc, I don’t see these things as reports, (focus group, interview and diary data) – I don’t see them as having anything to do with accuracy or to do with the actual event itself.   There’s no clear judgement that you can make based on that.  I think the whole question about trying to factor out or separate what is informed by the context in terms of how they’re responding to the interviewer’s discourse etc and what is an actual indicator of the student’s own real attitude is probably a misguided one.  

The correlation about public/private being a separate thing is probably a false dichotomy anyway.  What is needed is a theory about what it is you’re looking at.  If it’s not a representation of the event, or you don’t clearly separate how the person is being influenced by the person directly in front of them, then the discourse is very important.  

It is not necessary to go back to the level of  asking “What did that actually say about the individual, what are they like?”, because as we all know, discourse varies, and our data shows how different stories are connected to identity and identity is massively different at any point in time depending on who you are talking to.  We should perhaps get away from thinking we need to look at this data in the sense of what it tells us about that student, and their identity, or about the context – and look at it as text, being part of social reaction.

JH

I would like to know more about the nature of the data .  Could you describe them exactly,  how they were elicited and so on. 

BC

The students were Period of Residence, Year Abroad students.  We asked them to write a fairly open diary during the first few months of their stay abroad, and they were self-selected.  About 10% of them agreed to do it.  After they got back we did semi-structured interviews with them, also focus groups and questionnaires.

JH
What is a focus group?

BC

For our purposes, we invited anyone who wanted to, to get together in a group with us and talk about the same kind of issues that we’d been asking in interviews.   The focus was that they had all been on a year abroad, and what did they think about it.  

AS
From what Beth was saying, the problematic you set out particularly at the beginning of your talk was to go back to a very much earlier stage in the process.  I’m more and more convinced that what students should be required to do is to write their diary in the 3rd person, and actually to distance themselves, to set up a kind of sympathetic objectification of self which allows them to see how they’ve interacted within that context.

AT

Or go through the subjective and then learn to objectify yourself.  You can’t just say, write objectively about yourself, you’ll get too much ‘I’ when you shouldn’t have ‘I’, and so on.  But you can’t force that way of doing it, they’ve got to feel the ‘I’ before they can objectify.

SC
It’s about the ‘I’, why shouldn’t it be there?

RC 

That shift takes place anyway, the students start off writing about themselves and at certain critical points there is a shift into the passive where they narrate experiences that happened to them in the third person.  Discursively, it just happens, which almost obviates the need to lay it down as a requirement.  

BC

It happens for a certain reason.  A lot of those functions are to do with justification.  Who they’re writing for comes into it.  A lot of the diaries are essentially justificatory text for people who’ve had problems and have not been in general happy on a Year Abroad and need to write about it, and also need to justify why the problems occurred.

AS

The 3rd person would take you out of that, that’s why I think if you took the third person straight away you’d be looking at that problem immediately.  

RC 

You’d be looking at a different kind of discourse.  

AP

I am fascinated with this issue of what’s real in this data, and how does the data you’ve got connect to the real experience of the students in these intercultural situations.  Increasingly I think there’s nothing more real than fiction, and that what we could get to grips with are these fictional texts, these amazing narratives, these stories coming out of particular conditions at particular times written for particular purposes.  However you look at them you’re going to find interesting things to pull out.  I would look at a text like that hermeneutically, but equally using discourse analysis or whatever, is a way of approaching this fiction that we have.  

The focus groups, the diaries, the reports and all of these things are to a certain extent tools we are using with students to help us create a space for this disciplinary field that we’re talking about today.  They’re all tools of self-reflection where this notion of interculture is being inserted into the student’s mind and experience.  I think we can’t ignore that.

RC 

I think that one of the spin-offs of the work that’s been done by Sheffield University, for example, within and without the context of the project has been that diaries, or student narrations, are playing a more and more prominent role in the modern languages curriculum now.  Many institutions are now taking it on board.  EM pioneered a complete re-vamp of what we at Lancaster expect of our students during the PRA and it’s been agreed that the student narration can constitute an essential part. 

SC

With the so-called target culture there is one’s own relationship with and reaction to, the target culture, and then there is the academic community back home.  Brian Street raised this issue – we send the students, let’s say, to Spain and then we ask them to write their diary in English.  There’s an issue to be investigated there – who are they writing for, who is going to read the diaries, what prohibitions are they imposing on themselves.  In the focus groups, if one of the target culture people came in, what happens, what is allowed or not allowed.  That is also powerful censorship, which is all interrelated. 

BC
It is difficult looking at where there are such different behaviours in different contexts.  Focus groups have shown that they tend towards extremes of evaluation, whether they be negative or positive.  Apparently they are usually negative.  

SC

The necessity for the negative stage to happen is very powerful.  If they are allowed to get rid of the dross then they can move on, perhaps.

GJ

I wondered if you were getting distracted by the issue of generalisation. In the social sciences, there is a lot of deconstruction of these kind of conventions of what constitutes good scientific research, and it deals with this question of generalisation, validity and reliability.  I think you can quite nicely mobilise deconstructive arguments on that in order not so much to get out of them but not to have to deal with them and get hung up on them.  You could argue that research is nothing more than a piece of fiction.

RC 

Not everybody here will agree with that argument.

GJ

There’s stuff on respondent validity, where if you’re sure about your interpretations of say, texts, events or representations of things, then you can go back and talk to the students.  It’s one way of narrowing down your field of interpretation.  Related to that is a lot of Norman Denson’s work on triangulation.  One of the big myths of triangulation is that it somehow makes interpretations more true.  And it brings you to this neat point of truth.  But it doesn’t, it just brings more depth.  So I just wondered whether you could just work with the richness of the text. 

JH

About methodology, you mentioned negation.  I find looking at the narratives, the classic Hallidayan systemic functional model is very useful because you do not look at individual negations, but you bundle it together and look at the transitivity, or the various processes, whatever comes around, and you look at who you write for, and so on.  This is an absolutely appropriate model for that.  The model of analysis by Halliday even of fiction is extremely sensitive and the categories this model provides are very rich and powerful.

INTERCULTURE, TOURISM, LANGUAGES & ETHNOGRAPHY
Alison Phipps,  Glasgow University  

Gavin Jack:  Stirling University

AP

To tell you a bit about my intellectual background,  I came from a traditional languages degree, French and German BA.  My own PhD then focussed on ethnography and the analytical conceptual frameworks of anthropology applied to contemporary Geman theatre so I went to perform in theatres in Southern Germany.  Ever since then I’ve found this eclectic mix of intellectual interests and research interests that keep circulating: themes of education, performance and theatre, creativity, ethnography, anthropology, fiction – all these ideas keep coming back and re-circulating.  I’m not a pure anthropologist any more but I’m not a pure Germanist either.  I’m starting to construct myself another academic identity which is if you like that of an interculturalist, whatever that might be.

GJ

My original degree was in management and languages, and then through working  as a sociologist and as a supervisor I came to see the world in fairly different ways.  My own PhD was in international management and I did a year and a half study of 5 managers:  3 Germans and 2 Scottish/British/English depending on the context.  My particular interest is in constructivist theories of language and their relationship to identity and difference.  

AP

Gavin and I came together to work on common research areas.  You might think that people in German studies and theatre studies and people in management studies might not have that much to say to each other but we’ve been absolutely fascinated by the question of what languages and intercultural studies might be, what sort of questions it might raise, what it might look like, and how you might use ethnographic approaches to understand that. 

We’ve been working over the last 18 months on a project which we call the exchanging cultures project.  We got some funding last year to do a piece of ethnography, watching Germans on the Isle of Skye.  More Germans than any other nationality come to Scotland every year and bring and spend a serious amount of money.   Through the vast number of Germans who come to Skye as well as all the other nationalities, the Isle of Skye becomes a sort of intercultural and linguistic melting pot and a vast gamut of very interesting things happen there.   So we decided to  go there and study a whole series of different questions.  

Key Questions

· What facilitates/hinders intercultural communication?

· What is the role of language in intercultural communication?

· How might an ethnographic method be used across disparate disciplines to examine intercultural communication?

GJ

The first two questions were the questions that really guided the project as such.  The last one in some senses has been tacked on to make it relevant for today’s session.  

We’re interested in what facilitates or what hinders intercultural communication and at the core of that is the notion of exchange.  We came to intercultural communication theorising it as some form of exchange and we wanted to know how that was facilitated, what hindered it, what form did that exchange take.  What places did it happen in, what spaces did it happen in, how is it being re-historicised and re-configured by the tourists themselves.  Another key interest of ours was in the role of language, understood as a cultural artefact as much as anything else - not just as a vessel we somehow communicate with.  We were particularly interested in the ability or the reality constitutive nature of language creating tourist identities and tourist differences within a specific locale.  

What we were  trying to do methodologically was to reflect those assumptions or principles about ontology and epistemology in our research practice.  The methodology which we chose, ethnography, most of you will be familiar with.  Ethnography itself is not an unproblematic and neutral tool that you somehow just engage in.  It was originally used to create first-hand descriptions of a culture and the value of that description came from being there somehow.  A central assumption of that “old style” ethnography was that it assumed descriptive neutrality, that we somehow represent things unproblematically, we observe things unproblematically.  One of our concerns with that, really is indexed by this reflexive or linguistic turn in anthropology more generally, particularly the work of MacDonald and Clifford, which really showed that ethnographies are texts and texts are politically contingent, in two senses:  they are partial in the sense that they include certain things and exclude others, so it’s not possible to have a complete and neutral picture of reality because you’re only seeing and hearing and looking for specific things;  and it’s also partial in the sense that because it includes and excludes it’s a political act as well, so you include certain things that you see, that you inscribe upon the surroundings, and exclude things simultaneously.  So it’s an act of inclusion and an act of exclusion as well.  We went to the Isle of Skye with those theoretical assumptions in mind.

Theoretical Influences

· Anthropology & interpretative ethnography (Clifford, MacDonald)

· Cultural Studies: Identity and Difference ( Hall, Williams, Grossberg)

· Frankfurt School Theories of Culture (Adorno, Benjamin)

· Material Culture (Miller)

· Dialogism (Bakhtin, Buber)

· Hermeneutics (Geertz, Gadamer)

AP

This introduces some of the theoretical tools we’ve been working with.  These are some of the key people we found ourselves quoting, referring to, and thinking about, as we were travelling and planning this project, and also as we were experiencing the project and reflecting on it afterwards. 

Particularly important were anthropology and interpretive ethnography, the work of James Clifford, George Malcas, and Sharon MacDonald’s own ethnography of Skye, which is a fascinating study on re-imagining culture.  We were influenced by the debates on identity and difference in Hall, Waine Williams, Lawrence Grossberg, coming out of cultural studies, and from my own training from the Frankfurt school, particularly Adorno and Walter Benjamin’s theories of culture and consumption.

We are being influenced increasingly by the discourse around material culture and theories of exchange and economics in anthropology, which has now started to see exchange as something more than just money or goods that change hands but has a much wider material context.  The work of Daniel Miller has been very influential on us there.  We taped the  conversations that we had with each other when we were travelling, and because we were influenced by dialogical thinking, by the work of Bakhtin and also the work of Martin Buber.  We wanted to think about the theories but also to find out what it was like to experience it.  

We’ve both been heavily influenced by hermeneutics, particularly by people like Hans Gael Gadamar, and then in anthropology obviously by Geertz as well.

We’re not doing discourse analysis.  We’re not doing systemic functional Hallidayan analyses.  We’re drawing boundaries, we’re definitely excluding certain approaches and we’re doing what interests us. These are the questions and the approaches that we are energised by and find exciting, and we try to be open in that process to other ideas and other approaches and other literatures but we try not to become what Juliane described so nicely before as just self-defeating dilettantes.

Ethnographic Method

· Participant Observation 

· Performance as ethnographers (codes)

· Covert/Overt binary 

· Narratives, Routes

· Literary relations/ archives

· Home culture/host culture impact

GJ

We have tried to stress the relationship between theory and methodology, and to articulate the linkages between the two.  One thing that we’ve both been concerned with is to think of theories as themselves cultural constructions, which are themselves inherently partial, which forces us to consider how the ways in which we see the world and how the assumptions we therefore bring to that world, bring it alive, allowing us only to see specific things about empirical phenomena and also to exclude others.  This causes us to build some form of reflexivity into our methodologies, which is really how I think we articulate the link between theory and methodology.  What we mean by reflexivity is to consider the social, political and personal conditions in which knowledge is constructed, and how they in turn impact upon the findings that you read into the data themselves.   

The title or signifier we’ve given to this methodological approach is Exchange Ethnography.  We had an interest in intercultural communication as exchange, and therefore embedded this notion of exchange within our own work.  Exchange was also a useful way to render visible our reflexive practices.  When we talk or write to each other,  we are constructing knowledge methodologically.  

One way to try to investigate or interrogate that reflexive capacity, is to write it down, to inscribe it somewhere and then sometime after the event, to go back to it and discuss it.  “Exchange Ethnography” is therefore a fairly terse definition, but it’s really just about our relationship, and relationships in the field.  This is something Sylvette mentioned earlier, that theory construction is about relationships.  Fieldwork is about sets of relationships.  

AP

The title itself, “Exchange Ethnography” as far as we know, is ours, but it is not a new way of working.  Team ethnographies have been done before.  It is really just a way of us trying to think about this field of intercultural relations, languages, theoretical notions, particularly the dialogical -- and to look at  what exchange is, and what gets exchanged in intercultural relations, at every level, whether it be the meta-level of our discursive constructions of knowledge and their analysis, or in the economic sense, or all the other contexts that we saw exchange working in, as its own construct.  

GJ

Really what that means is we’re going into the field with specific issues and interests in mind, but no kind of programmatic or systematic attempt to record features.   We didn’t go into the field with a page of tick-boxes, and count the number of things that were of interest to us.  It was very much a case of being there and engaging in relationships and then later, after 2 or 3 days, as it turned out, when we began to get very rich data, it became incumbent upon us to begin to structure that, so as a methodology it was about recursive structuring.  

AP
Ethnography is about the specific relationships that you engage with and encounter in the specific context that you’re working within.  I don’t think there is an ethnographic method – there are ethnographers, and there are people who are subject to ethnographic methods, whether they know it or not – but the activity is always contingent upon particular circumstances.  

We found ourselves confronted with a whole variety of questions and one of them was, what did it mean to be a participant observer – to what extent were we participating in this activity on the Isle of Skye, and to what extent were we observing it?  This is linked to the ethical question of the covert/overt binary in ethnographic work.  Do you go into the field and tell people that you are observing them and recording data, or do you try and adopt a more subtle approach, where you don’t see the covert/overt binary as a very simple thing, you actually see it as a process of revelation.  This process of self-revelation is linked to the idea of the covert/overt binary opposition in ethnography.  

What we did, was wait for people to engage with us, and see what would be the trigger for engagement and the trigger then for a next stage.   For instance in a youth hostel kitchen if I was wearing a Tshirt with Universität Tübingen on it, then I would find that lots of people from Germany would speak to me in German, and they would ask me if I wanted some lettuce, if I wanted to take a match, if I had a light for a cigarette -- a whole variety of different things would then be revealed.  

We were interested in how we were coded and how people would react to that coding, overall, so that the performance of ethnography is a very coded, structured, signifying thing.  But we also found that we were travelling very much with this notion of a single aim, we were there because we were ethnographers, not because we were tourists, and yet all the accoutrements we had, the camera, the tape recorder, the notebook, the laptop, the films, the hiking boots, the postcards, the German tourist guides that we using to structure our routes around Skye, all of them meant that we were constantly signified as tourists.  And however hard we tried, and sometimes we did blatantly outrageous things, almost created critical incidents, or happenings, to try to make it really clear that we were doing something unusual and peculiar – but there was a blind spot, the only way that we could be perceived was as a couple, which we aren’t, and equally as tourists.  This was the only way that we could actually have a reason for being on Skye at that time.  We found that fascinating.  

We did at times reveal our identities, the true purpose of our being there, to certain people.  We talked about the project, and what then happened was that people would become our mini-researchers.  They’d come back to the youth hostels at night saying, you must go over here, there are some fascinating things happening.  Our data was enriched and, far from outrage at feeling that they were the objects of intercultural research, we found that people wanted to be part of the project and that they liked being in on the secret.  

One of the things that we did do “ethically” was make sure that at all the places where we were staying, the youth hostels, hotels and guesthouses, the staff knew that we were travelling as anthropologists before we went, that we were doing this research into intercultural issues in tourism.  Most of the time when we actually arrived, we found that there was no realisation of that left any longer except in one instance, where  the proprietor deliberately situated our table in the midst of tables which had particularly Germans on them but also other nationalities, and would say things to us like, so are you going to have a lot to write home about at the end of your trip?  It was a deliberately loaded question and there was a lovely sort of humour and amusement involved in all of that.

A whole range of other things was actually happening.  We have found that literature has been an enormous part of what people travelled with.  People travel with storybooks:  Baedeker was a really important book that people carried.  The German students in the youth hostel had read

Macbeth, and poems by Fontane, and they were disappointed in the weather because they wanted to walk through the misty landscapes of Scotland and instead they had blazing sunshine.  We were constantly encountering people’s constructions of the island from literature.  Literature has been a very powerful construct, as it has been mediated through educational backgrounds, but also through traditions of studying the literature and myth of the north.  One of the things we still want to look at is what happens to the stories.  People told stories all the time – stories were the biggest part of what got exchanged, as well as tips.   We want to see what happens to those stories.  People  gave us their email addresses, and we’d like to visit those in Germany, talk to them, and see what happens to their stories of Skye and their stories of us, and how they reroute themselves in the cultural context and take other forms and go into other spaces, at the end of that time.

Exchange

· Discipline

· Languages

· Material culture (inventory)

· economic - space & encounter

· Stories/narratives

· Reflexivity (materiality)

GJ

What exactly got exchanged in the end? We looked at intercultural communication as some form of exchange.  What was being exchanged, and what stories were told around that exchange?  

These were just some things that we were exchanging between ourselves, and also with the tourists, for example.  The obvious thing to say is that we were exchanging disciplines, so Alison from German language literature and anthropology, theatre studies; and for my own side, from management marketing, organisation studies – to theories of language laterally and into sociology as well.  That speeds things up, I think, for both of us.  There are ideas that we were both working with, that transcended those traditional disciplinary boundaries, and which is why some of this discussion was so interesting today. I don’t have an angst about working outwith canons or traditions because I don’t think I was ever in them to begin with.  There’s a sense of freedom but also powerlessness about that because if you’re nowhere particularly, then you’re all-powerful but all-powerless as well because you can’t be boxed and inscribed.  This duplicitous capacity is quite difficult but for us in that particular project was quite important.

AP

In this post-disciplinary context we found increasingly that we needed discipline.  We would disciplining ourselves quite hard, getting up in the morning, taking the spaces, making sure we were writing up the notes.  A specific type of discipline was needed to reimpose itself, having created this essentially liminal or post-disciplinary place for ourselves.  Languages were exchanged all the time and stories about languages, and I’m becoming increasingly interested in the whole way that languages are used as signifiers in literature but also how people talk about people when they heard another language being spoken.   We found that that was happening a lot, particularly in the youth hostels, in these more communal spaces.  Exchange was facilitated by this proximity.  

We drew up an “alternative economy” – some of the things that got exchanged with us or that we saw being exchanged:  

· nectarines

· tea

· shortbread

· croissants

· stories

· overt personal histories

· drinks

· email addresses

· careers

· dreams

· languages

· gift ideas

· stories about the weather

· little snippets of Gaelic or other people’s languages

This was some of the huge alternative economy going on on the Isle of Skye in this intercultural melting pot at this time which we found entirely fascinating.  

GJ

One thing to pick up about that, is the importance of material culture.  We’ve come at it looking at language specifically, but one thing we found when we got there is that a lot of exchange is actually facilitated through material objects.  The kind of human material relationship was crucial in terms of exchange and how people related to that.  

AP

The stories and the narratives, we’ve talked about – I think finally the whole issue of reflexivity, and what it actually looks and feels like – often people think of reflexivity as some kind of pause after the event rather than something that’s a lived real experience rooted in specific material conditions at different times.  

GJ
It’s also a very personal thing as well.  We looked at the way in which our own background and our own agendas and our own subjectivities were inscribing themselves on these stories.  There were actually times when the differences between us as people was having a profound effect on the stories we were telling and the way that we were relating to each other.  

Working as a team was very much on an equal relationship.  This was a surprise to us, because we got on so well as friends and academics before, but doing field work together brought out the fact that exchange is not at all equal. We give some things and take others, but it’s never the same amount, and it’s very often not the same thing, either. 

I think the other thing to take away from it as well, as a methodology, is that it’s absolutely exhausting and has material consequences for both of us.  So the methodology wasn’t some kind of language that we just worked with, in a way, it inscribed itself on us and on our bodies.

I like food, for example, and if I didn’t get food I’d get very ratty.  It’s very simplistic socio-biology, and it had a huge effect on my ability to do ethnography.  

AP

And I can go a very long way on a very small breakfast, and therefore would never take account of the fact that Gavin would be fainting on his feet.  But one of the things we realised was that throughout this whole process nothing stayed stable.  Everybody came away from the island changed in some way.  We found that there were times when we were in ethnographic situations when those situations moved from being ethnographic, where we moved from being researchers, collecting data, to being friends.  And there were situations where we were entirely humbled by the relationships that we found ourselves in and the stories people were telling us, and felt that there was something that just transcended the whole of the academic context.  Having set out believing that we were researchers and ethnographers, that this was the prime aim, in certain situations we became more than that.  We were overawed, partly by the beauty of the Isle of Skye in such sunshine, and partly by the power of the relationships and the generosity and the exchange that we saw happening at that time.

As part of that generosity, some of you have been given this once already, but we’d like to share the funniest thing that we found.  This was again an attempt at exchange.  This was around the notion of food – food was really important, of course, it always is in intercultural situations.

This is an extract from a menu that we found that someone had tried very kindly to translate:

Eggs- poached
Oeufs a braconné
Eier - hat gewildert

scrambled
a monté
hat geklettert

fried
a fait frire
gebratene

boiled
bouilli
hat gesotten

DISCUSSION

RC

You said at the beginning that you wanted to abstract yourselves from discursive or linguistic issues and concentrate on cultural ones, but clearly your analysis is brought to bear on the discourse which your own exchanges generated, which is recorded in the fact that you were reflexively recording, and therefore analysing, everything that went on, so ultimately, presumably you have to contextualise your own reflexivity and look at the language that you were using.  The link between language and content has somehow got to be methodologically deconstructed and reinterpreted through a re-discourse, being the way in which you present your material.  How do you recontextualise that discourse in so-called academic terms?

AP

One of the things that we’ve been trying to do is play around with different discursive forms.   We could put out a nice new academic paper about it, but equally, I’ve been trying to write some poetry that picks up on some of the issues.  This would tell the story in a slightly different way, by using poetic form, so that all the time we’re back with the issue of language and how you represent that language is the model of interpretation.  We can’t get away from that, nor can we get away from the interpretations that will then be placed on that, and that we will then place on those interpretations.  

Once you’ve started to work with these issues they’re not yours anymore.  Once you start to put them in the public realm they’ll be constrictive in a whole variety of different ways.

MP

You describe your informants as willing informants, which is quite a good position to be in, as an ethnographer, to feel that that contribution is coming spontaneously from them.  When you analysed your data afterwards, did you still feel that they were spontaneously willing informants, or was there any degree of role play?  

AP

Because a lot of what we were doing was covert, a lot of people didn’t know that we were doing it but they didn’t see our gaze.   They saw my very big camera but they assumed I was taking photographs of the beautiful landscapes.

BC

Were you using your tape recorder to record them as well?

AP

There was only one instance where we did that.  Most of the time we were taping our own discussions, immediately after we’d come out of an encounter.  We’d sit in the car with the tape recorder running.

JH
Did those people volunteer to tell you the stories?  How did you get the information?  Did you fake that you were one of them? 

AP

We didn’t fake anything.  We might have withheld certain bits of information that in other contexts we’d have been more open about, but it was this point about codes, again – the fact that we were dressed in sun tops and shorts, like everybody else on Skye at that time, had a particular bearing on how people would then talk to us.  The fact that I was carrying a Baedecker guide with Schottland written on it meant that people would ask me certain questions and it was that that we were interested in.  We wanted to know how people would encounter us, how an intercultural situation could be engaged in with us as researchers, rather than us being the ones who said, we’re the researchers, we’re going to ask you.

JH

Didn’t they notice when you took notes?  Did they ask if you were writing a novel about Skye or something? 

AP

A lot of people, particularly in the hostels, were keeping their own logs or journals.  We also used different forms for keeping notes.

(It was light-heartedly suggested at this point that some of the “tourists” encountered by AP and GJ may themselves have been anthropologists engaged in covert research projects.)

SC

Something that I have seen colleagues use, which I’m trying to learn, is monitoring people telling their dreams if they’re abroad or away from a familiar place or even in some T-group encounters, when there are traumatic transformations taking place, this is why the overnight stay is often very powerful and dynamic in its production. I was wondering if that was something that might be gone into – carefully of course.

AP

One dream that was mentioned to me, there were 4 German girls in my dormitory and one of them said, oh, I dreamt in English last night!  That is a common thing that you hear language learners saying, I’ve dreamt in the target language.  

MP

Literature provides a tremendous wealth of incidents to explore there, particularly with regard to dreams and landscape.

BC

You said that you were interested to see what happened to the stories.  Do you feel totally all right about having established friendships and then continuing to research?

AP 

They’re not friends.

AS 

This may be a bit outdated now but certainly something that was used a lot in ethnography in the 60s, was loops, to try to keep on replaying the system.  Have you used loops?  

AP

Not yet.  I think there’s a place for using that technique.  We’re sitting on lots of data at the moment trying to think how on earth do we structure this.

AS

We need to know who ethnographised the ethnographers, seems like to try to get your research in a reasonable position you’re going to have to get somebody looking at you. 

BC
What did you mean by saying, to see what happens to the stories?

AP

I see the next stage of this project as going over and looking at the whole genre of stories about holidays on Skye.  Particularly the German genre of the slide-show lecture.

JH

Isn’t this out of fashion?

AP

I’ve come across 5 or 6 examples in this last year where people showed their holiday slides but in a quite a culturally informing way, so that’s one of the forms that I want to have a look at.  Also people’s photograph albums, and looking at what gifts people gave when they came back from the holiday, what they bought, what the metonomy is that then gets exchanged afterwards and to see which were the pictures that were chosen to be blown up and put on walls.  All these kinds of questions about how an experience then reinscribes itself back at home and what it actually looks like.  That’s one of the areas that we’re wanting to develop the project into.

BC

Did you find anything interesting about the stories that you saw or heard being used there, at that point?  Did you see that there was a stock of ways of telling stories or anything like that?

AP

Very Romantic.  I was assuming that the ways that Skye was constructed, particularly the wealth of literature about the north – the Ossian legends;  Beethoven and Mendelssohn used the Hebridean journeys – that would have had a bearing on the way that people construct narratives about what they were seeing on Skye. The Romantic language is very strong.

JH

But the narratives you wouldn’t have verbatim, because you didn’t tape them, is that right?  Wouldn’t it have been better to record them?

AP
One of the things we did was actually write down the stories at the same time as people were talking so there was a huge amount of eavesdropping going on.  So rather than relying on technology we were actually writing down.   

RC

It does seem like a bit of a missed opportunity.  The methodology which informed the manner of your notetaking and how that methodology fits in with current practices in the sphere of ethnography, surely those must be key research or methodological issues?  Everything, all the discourse that you analysed, will perforce have to be filtered through the process whereby you yourself took notes.  So it’s actually your discourses, not theirs at all.  

AP

Participant observation has always worked with reflexive journals, and not necessarily with transcripts as the main corpus.  We took that decision for 2 reasons:

1. Because of that methodological point (quantities of data)

2. We had an £800 budget for transcription and that limited what we were prepared and able to do.  And I think that those constraints are very real.

RC

But it does colour inevitably the kind of conclusions that you draw about for example the romanticisation of the construction of the discourse that these people exchanged amongst each other.  It is effectively your own constructs, your own spin on what they were saying.

AP

The other interesting thing we have is very long emails from people.  We spent a long time doing research before we actually went to Skye, in email contact with people who claimed through their websites in Germany or through discussion bases that they had spent time on Skye or that they wanted to go to Scotland and we spent a lot of time then emailing them and saying, tell us about it, where did this passion come from, what do you know about it.  The fact that we both live in Scotland was a huge pull for that kind of narrative.  Then we were very upfront and said we’re doing this for research, we’re interested, we found this website, you’ve been involved in this discussion forum, a lot of which is then very public and open for us to use and have been put there, we think, without ethnographers trying to construct it and put it in place.  We’ve got drawers full of this stuff.

DS

So in the end how many cultures were being crossed?

SC
How many Southerners did you have on Skye?

AP
What do you mean by Southerners?

SC

Non-Germanic, non-Nordic, people who are not part of that imagined community, that Romantic construction which contributes to and continues constructing a semi-artificial legendary image of themselves.  Did you have any Italians or Spaniards?

AP

While we were there we spoke a bit of Spanish, French, German, Italian, Gaelic, and there were Dutch, Danish, and Swedish.

SC

What I’m suggesting is that their motives could perhaps be different, and the transformation that might take place might contribute to their own legend.

AP

We were mostly concentrating on Germany.  But we were very much catching what people were saying in other languages and very interested in that much broader field.  There was a fascinating instance of 5 people coming off a boat, having just been into the heart of the Cuillins.  There were an English family and a French-speaking family saying goodbye to each other and afterwards the English daughter said, Mum, what’s “birthday” in French?  And her mum said “anniversaire” and then she said, so I’m going to write to her, I’ve got her address now, and how would I say “when is your birthday”? And then she worked it out for herself, “Quelle est la date de ton anniversaire?” and that was one of the instances.  We don’t know what went on on that boat, what they did when they went to Loch Coruisk, whether they saw the otter or not, but this fragment that we picked up at the end was of an exchange that had happened.  We found this fascinating because the immediate thing that had come of that particular consumption experience of Loch Coruisk in the Cuillins wasn’t the beauty of the scenery on the most fantastic day you can imagine in the highlands of Scotland, they weren’t coming off going “Wasn’t that beautiful, wasn’t that fantastic, did you see the porpoise,” – all the things that you were meant to have been saying – they came off saying, “Quelle est la date de ton anniversaire?”  

RC

What journals would you publish this material in?

GJ

Ethnography journals, from a methodological point of view.  Some of the radical management journals would take it, because exchange is a central concept in management, marketing etc.

AP

German Life and Letters might take it.

There are some places where we could skew it to fit the journal.

Critical Anthropology or the Journal of Material Culture.

Our eyes are on the journals that we read - ethnography, anthropology, the ones that are more subject-specific.

THE VALUE AND LIMITATIONS OF QUANTITATIVE APPROACHES

Lies Sercu, Leuven, Belgium

Value


Limitations



Discover regularities and patterns; prove hypotheses to be right or wrong; discover correlations between variables; try to make predictions





· Are these questions of interest in intercultural studies? 

· Correlation, not cause - effect 

· Difficulty to control intervening variables 

· Probability, not certainty 

· Manipulation of data is possible

Generalisability





· Generalisability can be proven in other ways

· Generalisability may not be the first concern in intercultural studies 

· Return:   Interviews   100%:   survey questionnaires 25%?



Reliability





· Reliability can also be established through  triangulation  of data  and methods


Replicability





· Data collection instruments are culture-specific

· Emic categories may reveal more about the truth of the matter than etic categories

· Instruments may be used in the wrong way



Manageability of data


· Computer logistics

· Redirection of research questions not possible

· Quantitative   techniques   can   be employed to process qualitative data

My task for today was the need to reflect on the value and the limitations that there might be in using quantitative approaches to research intercultural issues.

On the left hand side of the table above are what I considered to be of value and on the other side some reflections on possible limitations.

The preliminary remark I would like to make is that I do not consider qualitative and quantitative approaches as different.  I’d rather like to look upon them as a continuum.  In studies investigating intercultural topics, methodological approaches will be used where the counting of cases, and the calculation of percentages, is done alongside qualitative analysis, and conclusions are drawn e.g. from interview or ethnographic data.  In my own research I use both quantitative and qualitative approaches to data collection and analysis in a combined triangulated way.  I find this approach most helpful and enlightening.  It is also my conviction that in cultural studies one can be eclectic and when choosing one’s methods one does not necessarily to buy a whole concept of science or the methodological package.  E.g., when using a questionnaire, one does not necessarily have to subscribe to random sampling from a population in order to be able to prove the generalisability of one’s research findings and could use that same quantitative or qualitative approach as well.

I believe there is no need to subscribe to one package only in order for one’s research findings to be credible.  Since intercultural research is by definition interdisciplinary, it is not always possible, necessary or even appropriate to follow particular recipes all the way.  To my mind, the real objective of the intercultural research should not be to repeat all recipes, but to find out about the way in which people interpret life, and create meaning.  Since even seemingly most individualistic interpretations are never truly and thoroughly individual and unique, they are also socially construed.  Unriddling intercultural issues will imply the use of methods that can cater for both the individualistic and the social, and perhaps more generalisable dimension of the research problem.  So that is why I look to look upon qualitative and quantitative approaches in a continuum.

Now I would like to just point out what are typically presented as strong points of quantitative approaches and reflect on whether that is true for research in intercultural issues.  I will first review out what quantitative approaches typically try to do and then have a look at whether that would be a good approach for researching intercultural issues.  

The aim  is always to prove that hypotheses are right or wrong, and to discover regularities and patterns in data.  The general principle of quantitative analysis can be compared to the scientific experiment in the natural sciences.  In the classic controlled experiment, one starts from the hypothesis that an independent variable has an effect on a dependent variable and one also tries to determine the role played by intervening or confounding variables.  The analysis of the data is based on finding statistical regularities in the way the different variables are associated with each other.   What it does is look for patterns in the data.  This also means that cases which are exceptional are not of interest and are therefore not further explored.  There is of course a lot of value in trying to find regularities in data, in trying to predict for example that each student X would answer characteristic Y and Z and then it is probable that student X would act in way A and not in way B.  However, this brings me to the right side of the table that you have in front of you.  The first important question that one needs to answer is whether it can be the only or the prime interest of intercultural investigation to prove the existence of a particular phenomenon, or to prove that predetermined hypotheses are true or false.  It seems to me that in intercultural studies the idea is not so much to prove one’s existing hypotheses as to try to reach beyond the old problematics.  Instead of starting a study with a ready-made hypothesis, one asks with an open mind, “How is it that…” or “Why is it that…”, or, “What is the process like?”

The information-rich exceptional cases which are of little interest to the quantitative researcher may be of particular interest to the intercultural researcher, because they may provide explanations which superficial quantitative analysis or less exceptional cases cannot provide.  But there  there are some technical remarks to make as well.

Statistics typically applied in quantitative approaches can only show correlations between variables, they cannot prove cause and effect.  They can only show that when variable X increases, variable Y will also increase when a positive correlation is found between these 2 data.  In intercultural studies it may be very difficult to control all intervening or confounding variables, so it may be very difficult for that reason to use quantitative approaches.  As is the case in educational research, and when we are talking about intercultural studies we are very often also talking about educational research, factors such as intelligence, or motivation may be very difficult to control.  

Correlations may therefore only be apparent correlations and not real correlations.  The next thing that should be pointed out is that quantitative results are very often looked upon as more valuable than qualitative results because there is no doubt that the results are true to reality.

However quantitative research deals in probabilities, it almost never provides certainty.  Of course we all know that many of the statistical procedures may make reference to probability levels.  To be considered valid, research findings must reflect a very high level of probability.  That is, the odds must be very strongly in favour of that same finding occurring again if the research is repeated.  This high level of probability may be very difficult to maintain in intercultural investigations.  Also, it is easily possible to determine that a particular finding is highly significant statistically speaking, when in fact the magnitude of the finding is so small that it makes no practical difference whatsoever.  Conversely, and especially when the sample is small, as is often the case in intercultural studies, findings of considerable magnitude are frequently discounted as not significant because they do not reach the required level of probability.  Finally, in spite of the aura of exactness of quantitative approaches one also has to realise that one can prove whatever one wants using statistics.  One can choose one’s dependent and independent variables.  The test results which do not prove what one wants them to prove can just be left out of the research report.  

The second issue which is of great concern to quantitative researchers and which constitutes its strength of quantitative approaches is the issue of generalisability.  Quantitative researchers want to prove that their findings are generalisable to the whole population from which the sample which they actually studied, was taken.  The question of generalisation is typically dealt with by using random sampling in gathering the data.  There is great value in proving that one’s research results are generalisable to the whole population, not just to the sample studied.  

Here again some remarks of caution can be made;  firstly,  generalisability can be proven in different ways than through working with a randomly selected sample.  If all readers of a qualitative study for example can recognise a phenomenon from the description presented as being generalisable to the whole sample studied, then the generalisability is no problem.  

Secondly, in intercultural studies, generalisability may not be the first concern.  The issue of interest is the relevance of the explanation offered for a phenomenon.  The very notion of generalisability implies the assumption that instead of trying to explain a unique event or phenomenon, the results of this study should apply to other cases as well.  This does not necessarily have to be the case and often cannot be the case in intercultural studies, although it is of course not impossible. 

Thirdly, generalisability can become a problem when the return of the example questionnaires is low.  Respondents may either not be interested or will not take the time to write and return their responses.  A low return rate of course makes generalisabililty to a whole population more difficult.  Interviews by contrast guarantee a 100% return.

Replicability of research is another major concern of quantitative researchers.  This is a major strength of quantitative approaches because I consider it very important that research be replicable, because that is a prime means of establishing credibility.  Research is made replicable by keeping records of exactly what was done and why, in each phase of investigation.  If another researcher follows that same recipe, he or she ought to come up with the same results.  If not, the original research becomes suspect.  The data collection and data analysis techniques used in quantitative research make it relatively easy to replicate research.  At any rate, quantitative research is more easily replicable than qualitative research.  Also the research itself may be an important intervening factor in the quantitative research process.  In quantitative approaches the danger of contamination of the data is small.  Again some remarks of caution need to be made here.  It may not be possible to use the exact same instruments in two settings which are culturally different.  It may for example be difficult to translate a questionnaire which was drawn up in a particular language and tested for use in a particular linguistic and cultural setting, to use it for a replication study in another country.  Some concepts may be difficult to translate.  Translations may not be accurate or have different connotations.  Some topics addressed in the questionnaire may not have been taboo subjects in the source culture but they may be in the target culture.  For example, I would assume that national identity has different connotations in the United Kingdom and in Flanders, in spite of the fact that a word-by-word translation is easily given.  Secondly, the choice to decide to use predetermined research instruments for replicability reasons, may entail the danger that one proves things which are not really there.  The data collection instruments used in quantitative research make use of what anthropologists would refer to as etic categories which may not coincide with the emic categories arising from the data -- the respondents’ answers themselves.

When investigating pupils’ stereotypical ideas regarding a number of people’s and my own research, I found that pupils did not use the etic categories that tend to be used in trait-assignment studies, where respondents are presented with a list of adjectives and have to tick those which they feel apply to a particular people.  The pupils I investigated did not necessarily come up with the adjectives typically included in a trait-assignment list, which led me to the conclusion that these stereotypes are either not known to them, or are not predominant in their minds in the way suggested by these methods.  

Finally, it needs to be pointed out that research instruments may be replicated in the wrong way, or rather that the data that are obtained from the instruments may be interpreted in a way which is not accurate, or which was not meant to be used – for example, where semantic differentials are used in cultural studies today, one may see that researchers use semantic differentials in a trait-assignment fashion, having copied the method from other studies but interpreting the data in a different way.  Respondents are required to score the adjectives used in the differentials in the way in which this is done in trait-assignment methods, whereas the instrument was originally designed to measure the direction and intensity of people’s attitudes towards particular peoples or subjects only.

A final issue is the manageability of the data.  Data manageability is a prerequisite for success in research.  One can say that in quantitative research the reduction of observations is partly taken care of before data collection.  For example, a questionnaire will only ask questions that interest the researcher and that are essential from the point of view of the research design.  Quantitative data are also more manageable than qualitative data in the sense that computers can do statistical calculations on them in the blink of an eye, providing quick and accurate results whereas qualitative analysis takes weeks, months, or even years.

Another strong point is that presentation of quantitative results can happen in a very concise way by means of tables and graphs.  

The structure of the research report tends to be a matter of convention and readers know what kind of structure they can expect.  The presentation of qualitative data is less concise and qualitative research reports may take a larger effort to read. 

Some remarks:

The processing of data by a computer requires that one has good logistic support.  One needs a patient statistician who is willing to listen to you and help you to find out what you want, and what statistical tests can be run on your data.

Also the amount of output of computer analysis may be overwhelming.  One needs good analytic skills to be able to interpret computer output and select the relevant from the irrelevant data.  

Thirdly it is important to realise that taking care of the reduction of data by means of one’s data collection instruments also implies that data collection is limited in the sense that no changes can be made to the research questions in the course of the research, no additional issues can be investigated.  This is of course possible when collecting data qualitatively.  One can redirect one’s interests in the light of the data one actually gets.  In intercultural studies, this proves to be very often a necessity.  

Finally, not so much a limitation of quantitative approaches but really another strength: it is my experience that the manageability of qualitative data can be greatly enhanced through applying quantitative procedures to qualitative data.  There may be such a vast number of observation units that a sensible typology cannot be constructed merely through reading through the data and analysing them by hand.  Quantification may make it possible to draw up such a typology.  In some cases it may be possible to describe the observation units through different variables and to analyse the statistical relations between these variables.  No matter how the variables are formed, the percentages and average relationships between the variables may be used as clues while solving the riddle.

DISCUSSION

AP

You said that you see these approaches as a continuum and yet I’m wondering whether I detected a hint of irony in the way that you were presenting the quantitative as opposed to the qualitative approaches, and whether you actually have a preference for your own research.

LS

You have to adopt the approach that fits your topic.  You can use quantitative methods when you think it will help you to get quick and generalisable results in the statistical sense, e.g. on particular aspects of your topic.  And then you could investigate other aspects of your topic in a more qualitative way.  But I also found that through combining quantitative and qualitative approaches to research the same topic, both kinds of data will mutually inform each other.

You can use them to cross-check on your qualitative data, or to check whether your quantitative data are really true to reality.  For example, if you find through a semantic differential that the attitudes of students would be going in this or that direction, and you find the same thing when you do interviews, then reliability has been established because the data are proved to be consistent.  You can do so through combining or through triangulating different kinds of data.  So I wouldn’t say that I have preference for either type.  You have to look at what is the best combination.

BC

One of your last points was about imposing order on qualitative data.  One of the ways of going about that is to do a quantitative thing, another  is to use a qualitative software pack, such as we used on the project, which I find really useful.  It stopped us having everything on paper, and now we’ve got it in a really manageable form.  And you can also do qualitative things with it if you want to – if you’ve got the time to put all the material in there in the first place!

LS

The data has to be coded, and that’s an enormous process.  But then once the data are coded you can start applying quantitative procedures on the codes and then see if you can find relations between the codes.

BC

If you do purely qualitative research, if there is such a thing, the management it allows is flexible to a degree just not possible with paper.  You’ve imposed a coding system on it which will have its own limitations.

LS
But I wouldn’t say that you can do without reading through your manuscripts a couple of times in the way that it’s traditionally done in qualitative research.  You have to familiarise yourself with the data.  

BC 

But using  the program itself is a familiarisation.  It’s in transcribed form, not handwriting, but it’s the same process.

MB

One of the purposes of research which is influenced by the natural sciences -- we use the word explanation but it’s also to predict.  Explanation and prediction are two side of the same coin.  If the results, findings, predict certain things about how people will behave in a certain situation, and it works in the sense that you can follow it and confirm it, then that’s just as good as quantitative prediction.

LS

If whoever is reading your research reports find that what you are saying is a reasonable thing to say given the data that you have.

MB

It seems to me to be the acid test, whether your interpretation of your data predicts something and of course also allows you to apply your thinking, so that you can predict things and your predictions turn out to be correct, then you’ve got powerful tools in your hands.  But there’s also the question of whether, going back to the question of case studies, it seems to me that quantification paradigm often forgets as it were that a population is a case.  It might be “all the people of the UK” and since you can’t talk to everybody in the UK you take a sample of some kind, and you generalise from your sample probability, and come up with a statement about a particular case.  It might be a very large case, but it is still a case. 

This is one of the things that the intercultural researcher or anthropologist reminds us about ways that people looking just within one society or one social group, easily forget.  So I don’t think we need to be too overawed by large populations which are in a sense just one case.  

AP

I don’t know if you’d agree but one of the things that I notice increasingly, the more interdisciplinary research that I do, is the way that people get very emotional about whether you use a quantitative method or a qualitative method, and whole identities are constructed around whether you see yourself as qualitative, using bits of quantitative research, or the other way round.  There’s just this enormous literature out there as people basically nail their colours to whichever mast it is they decide they want to be part of.  I think it is very helpful putting it in a continuum and seeing that all data is in some way contingent.  But what do you do with that emotional weight that suddenly comes in and messes up the picture?

MB

You send them away on a statistics course.  They’ll still have a lot of emotional problems but that’s often what lies behind it.  Probably all the PhD students I have supervised come from arts backgrounds, broadly speaking, and have, like many others, including myself, got hung up on statistics.  The answer is to go away and get an expert to do it for you.  

I heard someone speaking only last week about Bayesian statistics and the critique of all the statistics that hundreds if not thousands of PhD’s have been based upon.  

AP

There’s an interesting, intriguing element in this about the way we construct the other.  I do it, all the time, in qualitative research.  I get into very negative discourses and narratives about what quantitative statistics are about.  I did hear the latest thing on radio about, “This enormous survey’s been done and guess what ...”  and you sit there thinking, “I already knew that, we didn’t need a project to tell us about it.”  So I found that I have a whole raft of prejudices, all of which are clearly constructed, and which again raise these intercultural issues.  We are looking across the arts and social sciences, but once you get into statistics there is another “other” to bring in that we have very strong emotive feelings about.  

GJ

Another point about basic statistics which is interesting is that when you create the survey you homogenise everybody within a category of statistics.  I actually shared a flat with statisticians and they used to fight all the time about methods and ways of manipulating data, so to speak.  One of the key difficulties with statistics, is that the Bayesian statistics is trying to incorporate so-called outliers into the forum and to systematise and interpret them somewhere.  It is almost like a macro-level, it is paradigmatic in itself and subsumes all these empires as well, which is why they’re so interesting, because what statistics in a more conventional way seems to do is actually force and create similarities and differences and doesn’t just reflect them.  That’s what numbers do, that’s why we have this curve, with the line down the middle.  The Bayesian statistics has come along and taken the rug out from under all these statisticians’ feet.

MB

Every generation that comes up seems to take the rug out again but people seem to go back to the statistics which work. 

RC 

As Terry Mughan has to leave, I’d like to thank him for his contribution and ask if there is anything final he would like to say as a SIETAR representative.

TM

This has been a very valuable event, the best opportunity I could have had to get some insight into the different approaches which are being taken.  

My approach is one more akin to the crisis mentality which as I indicated earlier concerned some linguists and a lot of people who are working in the fields of business, migration issues, and interethnic relations, and that’s where SIETAR focuses most of its work.

Much of the input that comes from SIETAR is taken from that end of the gamut, which is trying to deal with the problems which emerge because of  breakdowns in intercultural communications, so I do very much hope that there is an ongoing dialogue between the two associations and I’ll just leave you with some information about a conference that we’re organising in the new year, part of the European Year of Languages.  Thanks again for a very stimulating day.

JH
To return to the earlier discussion, I do have the impression that you are too prejudiced against the quantitative and I would like to hear more about the limitations of qualitative and quantitative.  

If at the same time you say we have to combine the two approaches because it’s a continuum, then what’s the point of running down the poor quantitative approach?  You just attack all the quantitative measures.  Where are the real drawbacks of the qualitative end of the continuum?

LS
I think I did point them out.  You have other challenges, e.g. the generalisability issue.

JH 

It was too implicit for me.

MB

One of the most important things you said was that you must use the methods which are appropriate for the research question, there is no doubt about that.

More important for me, is the distinction between an explanatory and a hermeneutic approach.  We all think about Verklären und Verstehen.   I often have students coming along and saying oh this is positivist therefore it’s quantitative.  This is hermeneutic therefore it’s qualitative.  You find it in the textbooks as well.  There are a number of research methods textbooks which reproduce this so it’s not surprising therefore that students deduce it from books, unfortunately.

RESEARCHING INTERCULTURE THROUGH LITERATURE

Margaret Parry, Leeds Metropolitan University

Present State of Affairs

· work in progress

· what do the approaches have in common?

· do they add up to anything substantial?

· can they / should they be helped to do so?

First of all I’m going to talk about the cross-cultural capability conferences because that is the field that I know the most about.

I do get the impression that there is an increasing interest in literature through what I’ve observed at Leeds.  When I gave my 1997 paper on a literature-related topic, I felt that I was very much a lone voice at that conference.  When I look back to the conference in December 1999, there were three papers directly on literature in relation to interculture, all of them very different, and two indirectly on literature – what I would refer to as more performative, showing literature being produced in situations of intercultural encounter.  So the evidence is that there is an increasing interest in this field.

Then there are the Durham seminars and colloquia.  I don’t know a great deal about the work done at Durham but I know that David Stevens at our conference last December did refer to a particular colloquium which had taken place there and I’m sure that Mike will be able to fill us in later on the work being done at Durham.  

The other field that I know about in this country is the IATEFL Special Interest Group and it is from that group that we have a suggestion to invite Zadie Smith to our next conference this coming December, who has just published her first novel, White Teeth, which has been quite a literary event and was the runner-up for the Orange Award.   That would present us with a very interesting intercultural situation, interaction in a multi-racial group in London.  

The second aspect, what do these approaches have in common: they are a little bit piecemeal at the moment, I’m not sure what they have in common, or whether they do have anything in common.  Perhaps this is the first thing that we need to sit down and analyse if we feel that literature has got a contribution to make to this field of interculture, to the Interculture Project itself, or to the more general context from which the project has derived.

My instinct is to say that literature definitely has got a contribution to make.  

Thirdly, do these approaches add up to anything substantial, again there is no clear answer to that question but I suppose we can say yes, in the sense that however individual these different approaches may be, they are all in their own way increasing our awareness of the problematic of cultural encounter and interaction.  Awareness-raising is an important aspect of our work here.  

The final question on this first slide, “Should these approaches be helped to add up to something substantial?” -- clearly I’m not going to answer this question now but I hope that we can perhaps begin to debate this in the discussion section after my introduction.  

Rationale

· alternative site for ethnographic field work

· rich linguistic experience

· psychological penetration

· the ‘act’ of reading:

emotional and imaginative intelligence

identity issues

· the existential basis

-  literature as communication – reader response

All of these points are interrelated but I will deal with each of them separately to begin with.

The first aspect of this rationale:  literature as an alternative site for ethnographic fieldwork

This is how I described literature, thinking particularly of fiction, in my last year’s paper at Leeds.  It’s clear that many novelists, or writers in general, have been stimulated by the experience of living and travelling abroad and encountering other cultures and this comes up in their writing.  Fiction in particular does provide a wealth of cultural cases for exploring the sort of problems which interest us as interculturalists -- problems attaching to such questions as self-representation, the way we react spontaneously or otherwise to the other person.  

We have a wealth of potential cases of cultural interaction in the form of fiction.  They provide us with a taxonomy of situations, of critical incidents, of cultural rich points to look at more closely.  The advantage over ethnography is that one doesn’t suffer the angst that one’s not going to be in this situation again, that one has to make the most of it whilst one is there, one is limited by time or whatever.  With literature, we’ve got the book to come back to and that is one of the advantages, it is a site which we can revisit as often as we like.  To extend this analogy with ethnographic fieldwork, in reading we can describe ourselves very much as participant observers in the sense that through this imaginative projection into the other, we are subjectively experiencing that cultural interaction on the one hand, we are living it ourselves, but then we stand back, or possibly we do it at the same time, and objectively analyse that situation so we are learning twice:  with our emotions and with our intelligence or reason.

Another aspect of this is the question of narrative intelligence with which Gavin and Alison dealt, and this seems to be interesting ethnographers more and more.  One of the ideas here is that we are who we are by virtue of the stories we tell about ourselves.  Others are who they are by virtue of the stories they tell about themselves.  What are the stories we tell about ourselves?  What are the stories we live by?  So fiction is a site for multiple narratives.  

The next aspect of the rationale:  literature as potentially a rich linguistic experience

That is, if you approach the literature in the foreign language, and this is an issue which we will want to discuss further.

It can be a very rich linguistic experience if we approach the literature in the foreign language and also if the writer is truly getting inside the other culture which we are encountering.  It introduces us to a very rich pragmatic range and provides an opportunity to develop our understanding of “languaculture”.  This is a concept which is going to preoccupy language teachers more and more.

Literature, when it is good, does tend to use the full repertoire of language which is rarely used in real life, particularly, for analysing moods, feelings, attitudes, and emotions.  We are giving students a particular form of language with which to deal in looking at themselves, in analysing their own experiences, for example, in diary form.  Sometimes students are at a loss because this is a type of language with which they are not familiar.  If we approach literature in the right way, it can be a very rich linguistic experience.

The third aspect of the rationale is the psychological penetration aspect of literature.   We can look at this both from the point of view of the author and of the reader.  This extends the analogy of the reader as participant observer.  An essential dimension of fiction is the psychological analysis that we get in it, which enables us to understand the mindset of others, in this case of other cultures, and through our imaginative projection, we are enabled to get inside the thoughts and feelings of other persons.  This is in a fictional situation but nevertheless it is an important dimension.  Getting inside the mindset of another, identifying with that other attitude, that other experience of life, being enriched and extended by that experience, even if afterwards we are thrown back into our own very limited mindset.  One takes it for granted that something has rubbed off on oneself.  

The fourth aspect is the act of reading.  We tend to feel that we are changed by the act of reading.  We don’t yet understand the psychological mechanisms involved in reading, how we react, how we are potentially transformed by the text but there is an act of faith that reading does, should or might enlarge one’s sympathies.  By virtue of the way that the text can play on our imagination, we may develop our emotional and imaginative intelligence, our empathy, our ability to live in the thoughts and emotions of others and to project ourselves into the other -- which leads us directly into identity issues, the next point.

If we project ourselves,  by imaginative means or otherwise, into another person, then we are standing back from and confronting ourselves, we are being self-enriched in the process but at the same time we are beginning to challenge ourselves.  We get into a situation of self-challenge and potential identity change.  We are in a situation of being able to choose ourselves, fashion ourselves, and be transformed in the process.  

Looking at the broader education, thought perspective of interculture, in the process of putting ourselves into the situation of others, imaginatively living the experience of others, we are enlarging our perspective on existence, on life more generally;  prompting questions such as: who am I?  why am I like this?  what are the determining factors or influences which make me act or react like this?  - and the same sort of questions in relation to the other person.  

As regards the person I am, the forces which have made me as I am, as regards the forces which have made the other person who they are, and react as they do: how do these different forces interact with each other to make the world what it is, and what is the role of individual human agency in all that?

These are very thought-provoking questions that we can get into by virtue of looking at particular cases in literature.  

Final point:  literature as communication, dealing with reader response theory.

If literature is a form of communication, and modern theories of literature talk of it very much in those terms, then it will stimulate a response in the reader.  What is the nature of that response?  How does that response come about?  If the act of reading does fully engage the reader’s subjectivity and challenge their own self, this may well lead to new forms of self-exploration and new forms of expression through language.  This is basically the aspect I am potentially most interested in.  I think there’s quite a bit of interesting experimental work to be done here in the field of  personal narratives, diaries, and autobiographical writing.  I based my last paper on the premise that reading the other is basically a prompt or stimulus to rewriting the self because we are challenged in our own identity by that sort of experience, of being the other person, and as far as any writing activity is concerned, we may like to think about this notion of rewriting the self, as a response or reaction to reading the other.  

Issues, problems

· How?

Module status

Intra or inter-languages

Language integrated or…

· When?

· Motivational

Students

Staff

· Choice of texts

-   Theoretical basis

Would we think of devoting a full module to literature, or might it be part of another module?  Would it be an optional module which is what most literature modules tend to be these days, or might it be a compulsory module as part of our interculture course?  As part of a pre-Year Abroad experience or a post-Year Abroad experience, if it is a compulsory module or part of a module, how do we motivate the students and staff?

Will it be an intra- or an inter-languages module unit?  Will we endeavour to do it in the foreign language with discrete language groups?  This has the advantage of using the language but there is the problem of perhaps promoting a monocultural or ethnocentric view.  Granted students have their own culture, so it’s an additional mono-cultural view to their own.  An inter-languages group has the advantages of multiple perspectives but one may well be sacrificing the foreign language and thereby all this literary and linguistic experience that I’ve been trying to talk about, using the foreign language as the medium of interaction with the students.  If we do it in this way, are we limited to looking at texts in translation, which poses another question.

My third question here, would it be language(s)-integrated or something else?  i.e. would we try to integrate it within the languages programme, make it an integral part of the languages programme, or would we be looking at it as part of a cultural studies programme, or might it be something else?  So that is another question of a purely practical nature.

Now one question I’ve already touched on a little bit, would we endeavour to do it before the year abroad or after, or a combination of both?  I would tend to feel, personally, that the latter would be the ideal, in that by using a selection of texts or of cases in literature, we can deal with certain issues which help to prepare students psychologically for aspects of their experience when abroad.  But I think there’s a tremendous amount that one can do in the final year in terms of consolidating and deepening the experience, helping the students to reflect on the psychological experience they have had whilst abroad by reference to particular themes in the text chosen.  

Motivational aspect 

There are two key factors to deal with.  Firstly, there is the lost habit of reading but as we all know Harry Potter is in the process of changing all that, particularly as the next Harry Potter I believe is 532 pages long, so this is certainly going to affect the psychology of some readers in this country, I think, as regards their attitude to reading and whether it is a desirable activity.  

At the same time, and this is something I have experienced coming from a new university background, there is an increasing anti-literature lobby on the part of staff, particularly at the new universities.   Attitudes will vary across languages according to the educational status that literature has in the particular culture.  My experience in an applied literature framework is that I’ve had no difficulty persuading French colleagues to jump on the bandwagon of literature, but  certainly I have had problems persuading colleagues in other languages of the potential value of using literature in an applied languages framework or context.  This will affect attitudes not only on whether literature should be taught but also on how it should be taught.

Choice of texts

Are there sufficient appropriate canonical texts to use in this field in the different languages?

Would one wish to confine oneself to contemporary texts or might one wish to go back to some canonical 18th century writers such as Sterne with his sentimental journey in France and Italy --  just one example that gives us a great deal of food for thought and a lot of intercultural, socio-psychological questions.  Do I stick to the contemporary stuff that students will identify with immediately (if one teaches in an appropriate way, and that is another question), or will one be prompted to go back to some more classical canonical writers as I’ve described them?

A third related question would be, is one in danger of choosing texts which give only superficial insights, rather than giving students a true literary experience.  If we’re choosing texts because of interesting case-study points they might incorporate, one is perhaps in danger of superficialising the literary experience.  Perhaps there is here an issue surrounding the question of literature per se as compared with functional or an applied literature approach.  

I guess that unless one does deal with the text as a potential aesthetic object, then my hypotheses relating to the act of reading and what might happen to us in or through the act of reading, become invalid.  There is a whole issue surrounding the question of choice of texts, and this will be covered in my research questions.

Finally another issue is the theoretical basis, as part of a university discipline  – what would be the theoretical basis of this course?  There are issues here of translation, “langua-culture”, representation, the whole question of reception theory in literature.  I refer to Agar's book here.  His style of writing might not appeal to everybody but he raises a lot of crucial, very interesting points.

One has a mass of material with which to build up a very rich course.  Those are some of the things we might think of putting into it 

Research Questions

· Repertoire of texts

· Evaluating intercultural understanding through literature

· Reading and identity change

-  New T/L approaches in language stimulated by ‘IC literature’

1. Repertoire of texts.

This is a matter of researching texts which are suitable, which help us to do the things that we want to do, which means that we have to have some sort of fairly clear conception of what we are trying to do via literature and how we want to do it.  Matching the texts with that requires some very searching questioning and research.

Secondly there is the question of evaluating intercultural understanding through literature – how can we be sure that time we expend on this is justified, in an age when everything is quantifiable and we have to be able to measure things and find evidence that something has contributed?  Precisely how do we go about evaluating what this experience of literature has contributed to the students’ understanding of interculture?  There are no clear answers to that either.  It’s basically the same question as reading and identity change.  How do we go about evaluating this, and helping students to see the ways in which we really can change them, challenge them, transform them as individuals through the reading experience?

The final question which I already touched upon and which I personally find one of the potentially most interesting subjects but possibly the most problematic:   

Are there any new teaching and learning approaches in the language itself, helping students to use language in new, richer, more personable ways which can derive from using literature as a way of dealing with interculture?

Can we liberate the students by means of literary texts?  Can we liberate new forms of writing? Amongst all these disciplines we’ve talked about, creative writing is a discipline itself  -- helping students to think about how they are using language.  Not using it haphazardly or just to write down spontaneously what they think, without reflecting on how they are writing it down, who they are writing it for and how that other person might react.

I think one can start from the reading text, and think about our own reactions as a reader to someone else’s writing, and that might help us to be much more reflexive on the way we and our students use language in relation to the year abroad experience in this case.

Perhaps it’s timely to go back to my first question on the first slide, as regards the various approaches to using literature for teaching / researching interculture – can they be helped to add up to something substantial?  

One final point – I was speaking from a UK context.  I don’t know what is going on is France, Germany, Spain, Italy, etc.

DISCUSSION

SC

In Europe we do speak French, German, Spanish, etc., so that’s not being Eurocentric, if they happen to be the languages that we speak.  They are not colonial languages, in the way that Spanish is, in the United States.  They are central to the identity of Europe, and should we not speak and try to learn the languages of our neighbours as well?

When we were trying to select a reading list, what emerged was that the common criterion, which was not imposed, was that we all selected titles by authors who were outsiders.  For example E.M. Forster is an outsider to the society of the time.  A Passage to India is a core text.  

Camus, of course, in The Outsider and Le Premier Homme is even more sincere, because it is autobiographical.  

We all found that our common criterion was illustrating this outsiderness, and a lot of students commented that it made them feel less lonely.  This was very powerful, this community of experience somewhere, palpable or not.

MP

One approach I tried with a group of students was, rather than starting from the students’ own personal diaries, I used Annie Ernaux where she is basically in the metrolink stations observing people as an outsider and trying to put herself in the situations of those persons, writing little sketches about how they might be feeling in particular travelling situations.  I then went on to get the students to do something similar with regard to their experience driving to work or coming to work on public transport, and spotting someone or talking about someone they see regularly, and trying to put themselves in that person’s situation, and write in the foreign language about that experience.  On the whole they were using language in a very rich way.

AP

I’m fascinated about stories that are told about texts, and about the process of reading.  That strikes me as just one of the many ways we can go about selecting the types of literature we might want to teach.  The things that I notice going on in my own staff common room are that people will come in and say gosh it’s amazing, I never thought this book would work, and look at the students, they’re devouring it.  Or, more usually, I just don’t know why they’re not switched on by this, this is my favourite novel. Obviously the big example is Harry Potter.  

Book 4 is published today I think.  Suddenly there’s a story to tell about a text.  And there are vast stories being told about them and then people will then relate that to a particular time in their life, a particular place in their lives.  As well as opening up an imaginative dimension it can equally open up an ethnographic dimension.  

But one of the things I wanted to challenge was your idea of ethnography being something you have to do in the moment and reading being something you can just go and do at any time.  Increasingly I find that having time to read novels is a bigger luxury than having time to do ethnographic work. I see that in the students, particularly those who are part-time workers or even full-time workers at that same time as doing courses, that this whole motivational issue around not just having time to read but choosing to read rather than talking to someone one their mobile phone or whatever else you choose to do in those places, is an enormous issue.  

Choosing to engage the imagination is an emotional act, a psychological act, as well as a physical act.  People reading are the subjects of many paintings.  If you see someone really absorbed, there’s a real beauty and poise about that – you see it in their bodies, read the kinesics of it, and all of that is raised by this issue of using literature in an intercultural context.

MP

Presumably in certain old university contexts, students and staff have the luxury of reading texts.  I don’t know, because I’m not teaching in that context.  Is it increasingly being squeezed out or rejected by students?  

SC

Students ask for more literature.  

JH

I wanted to come back to the criteria for selecting texts.  It seems to me one of the criteria you suggested is the provision of an offer of identification, which basically means that something should be there that is similar to the experience of the students.  One could also argue for something very different, challenging, provocative or something that is negative or bad – literature that really provokes and presents viewpoints that students would object to. 

EM
One of the factors in the question about whether students are looking to read literature or not, is that this is something that’s happening outside the tertiary sector, particularly at AS/A level.  Schools are taking the decision not to teach literature in those elements of the curriculum where they have a choice between area studies and literature.

The schools will couch it in terms of wanting to teach something useful, so by the time students arrive at the tertiary stage they’ve already pigeonholed literature as something you do in your spare time that isn’t directly relevant to your life, or can’t really teach you very much.

So even if we are trying to suggest that there is, there is a big job on to encourage students back into this sort of activity, because they’re already educated against it.

MP 

I sometimes wonder whether they’re not all the more ready to jump back into the experience.

AS

We had an experience this year which I was very pleased about which was to introduce a new novel, thanks to David Steel, who is an expert on Gide.  We introduced L’Immoraliste, which is a particularly difficult text, dating from 1902.  Some students could be reading this as their first text at Lancaster University, in French, their first piece of literature in French.  If you don’t know the text, it’s the story of a man who goes through profound changes, changes his lifestyle radically, in a kind of Nietzchean fashion tries to reinvent himself. I noticed in a seminar situation that if you try to engage with students on that, there’s a complete blank silence.  However, if you asked the students, is it OK for your friends to come out and decide that they’re gay, that was fine.  What needed to be done was to start from the students and then work backwards – this seemed to be the way that it worked.

RC

The way that Margaret presented issues of literature and the direction that the discussion has generally taken, addresses research as mediated by educational experience.  It is research into an educational experience.  Can our preoccupation with intercultural experience as a phenomenon in some way inform our research approach to literary texts – deconstruction, alterity etc, beyond what is already taking place?  Can literature inform our approaches to research in interculture?  If literature is going to be used as a kind of research tool in helping to define the research objectives of intercultural studies, exactly how should that take place, what would the objects of the research be – the literary texts themselves, or some kind of interaction between literature and lived experience which is the kind of thing that Alison seems to be talking about?  It would be almost outside the educational frame, as an object of pure research.  It does seem to be a problem that the discipline needs to address.  If you’re a literary specialist, and you’re interested in cultural studies, how does the growing interest in intercultural studies change your perspective on literary research, if at all?  Is there anything new in it or are we simply reinventing the wheel?

AP
What I see increasingly is that just as feminism brought an approach to literary texts that was really different and opened up whole new horizons within the interpretation of literature, so interculture can do the same.  My favourite book of 1996 was called Shakespeare Festive Tragedy) which is essentially a series of anthropological interpretations of a series of Shakespeare’s tragedies which to me was about applying intercultural approaches to literary texts and looking at what happens when you break the hospitality taboo in Macbeth, for example, and raising questions that are coming out of this field and which open up new horizons within our understanding and analysis of literature.  

RC
So you’re applying lived contemporary cultural issues to the fictional frame and looking at the way in which that’s affected the fictional representation.  

AP

But equally some of the work that I’ve been doing in theatre studies, put the hat on the other way round, in seeing what happens when people are asked to perform in another language, or in a translation, or just play with language, that there are two levels but the second language is the language of the text, and how that then is bonded to the audience, and how it actually modifies the performer as well.

There is an aspect in theatre studies which is all about learning so much about yourself that you can lose yourself inside the other, the character, the thing that you become, and there is a whole applied dimension that can come out of the research.

AS

You say you do those in two different areas., I’m not so sure you could do those with the same group of students, at the same time, with the same text.

AP

I’d say you can, but you need a lot of time.

AS

You aren’t going to get many texts.  

AP

You could do it with just one text, or with a lot more.

AS

But then it causes other problems because you haven’t got any comparison, you’ve got this rather hermetic and closed…

I was rather veering towards what Margaret was saying - the end really, is to try and empower students with plain language.  A rather glib prediction is that maybe poetry, particularly modern poetry, will come back into fashion, because it liberates students’ hidden creative energies and store of languages.  

AT

There is a whole rebirth of creative writing in the academy.  We’ve had post-grad courses at Sheffield Hallam and in Wales but they’re sprouting, and I think that the acknowledgement of this side of students writing creatively will also breed an interest in more study of literature in general, eventually. 

DS

One could extend literature to filmic literature.  We’ve been talking about textualised literature.  One could imagine an appropriate object of study for French students living in France would be, of course, Coronation Street…

AT

Coronation Street has just been exported to China, that would be an interesting literary study.

SC

The film Shirley Valentine had a powerful impact on French students.  It was unexpectedly provocative on a level of intercultural experience --looking at class, gender, the concepts of tourism, escape, etc.  The students’ reactions were surprising and very encouraging.

DS

There’s another issue, the choice of “text”:  whether you choose a text that is generated from the other culture or whether you choose a text which is specifically about interculture, such as the one that you’ve just mentioned.

AS

There is something in between, which is to have a text which is written by somebody who’s in the culture but who’s also excluded by the culture, which I think is quite interesting – for example a North African writer in France writing about social exclusion.  I found teaching that at second year level, students were able to identify with the fact of social exclusion within France and perhaps that might help also, by definition, the students we’re sending abroad are socially excluded, we have to accept that, because of linguistic and other factors.

SC
What I have found is that students come back to Britain believing there’s no social exclusion in Britain, which is another side of the coin.  However, that doesn’t mean it’s a bad idea.

DS
You have them reading a text about social exclusion when they’re actually living that period of Residence Abroad, and then you talk about it when they get back?

MP
Could I go back to the Shirley Valentine film – did you say that the reactions were negative?

SC
On the contrary, I was very surprised that they loved it, for them it was opening a new world, it was about the north of England, a depiction of the English working class, about gender relationships within a particular class context, there was the issue of language, of accents; and the perception of, as it happened, Greece, by the British working class – the expectations, the interplay, the jokes etc., discussing about what it looked like to them, it was a profoundly different experience.  At first the students  were quite impatient, but by the end, they said it was really worth while.  They selected the piece that they wanted to re-view and even asked for transcriptions of certain passages.  It became a very rich experience, which I hadn’t anticipated.

AS

There’s no danger there of exoticising?  In the sense that you’re making it so different.

SC

It was at Sussex for a contingent of students who happened to be French – they could have been more mixed.  They were in the foreign territory and it helped them understand better a lot of issues which to them had been quite bizarre and confusing during their stay in Britain.

They said that they were going to look at interactions in the country with more attention.  It made them feel closer to English culture.  Foreign students on a British campus feel a bit isolated in spite of what the institutions like to say, and suddenly they felt closer to the host culture.

OVERVIEW AND PLENARY DISCUSSION

RC

What I would like to suggest would be that before asking Mike to give some kind of a closing statement, to invite each individual to make a brief statement about what they themselves have got out of the day in terms of the research objectives.  

BC

I always find these events really stimulating and it’s great for me as I’m doing a PhD and part of that is writing about the field, especially in the UK, and all the different things that are going on.  But at the end of the day I find there’s been so much stimulation that I go away thinking I really need to reflect for at least a week to integrate my thoughts.

AT

I loved a particular phrase that Margaret used and I’m going to hide behind it:  to me the day has helped in my reading of the other and rewriting myself. 

AP

I have something to say:  it’s just such a mess, and it’s wonderful.  We don’t know where we’re going, it’s really messy, and that’s great.  To quote Ben Okri:  “The fact of storytelling tells of a fundamental human unease, hints at human imperfection.  Where there is perfection there is no story to tell.”  That sums it up for today, for me.

MP

I feel very uneasy about the mess, actually, and how to deal with it, how to find a clear way forward through the mess, although it’s stimulating.

GJ

I don’t feel uneasy about mess.  I’m quite happy to structure things locally and then just go away again.  

Rosemary Anderson

The question I want to ask is, in a few days time across the Irish Sea there may be bloodshed because two sets of people of the same ethnographic race and belonging to the same country, hate two other, because people are trying to resolve the difference between them, and they want to hang on to their differences.  How does the Interculture Project look at that?

MB 

In one sense this was actually raised by Alice right at the beginning, and Sylvette also talked about the way in which there is a kind of myth that learning and being exposed to foreign languages will somehow create a common humanity.

The Interculture Project must speak for itself, but in one sense I think that is misplaced thinking.  Babel was seen as a curse and the implication was that before Babel there was common humanity and we all spoke the same language.  I think that’s also a myth.  My view of intercultural understanding and studies is about how to live with tension and difference, rather than trying to paper over the cracks.

I also think that education isn’t going to resolve the Northern Ireland problem.  But I think that what you said is very apposite.  It does take us back to what was said at the beginning.  

I also want to come back to this map.  Because I seemed to open it up upside down and of course it’s quite intriguing that way up.  There is no good reason why we have the north at the top and the south at the bottom.

AT

If I can interject, I have a lovely two-line quote which fits with what you’re saying.  It’s written by an Australian woman.  “When east becomes north and west is under your feet, your compass spins frighteningly.  To calm it, you must find yourself a new axis.”

I think that holding the map upside down is how a lot of people feel when they are immigrants or exiles or displaced in some way.

MB

That was also your message about not being too Eurocentric.  That is one important thing that’s come up during the day, although we also have our reasons for being Eurocentric.

Clearly the thing that’s gone through the day is the question of interdisciplinarity, and it has two consequences.  On the one hand you have to say, well I’ve got to go back to basics and I’ve got to become something else, or several other things, or people or disciplines, or you need to dare, and coming from an education department, we have to dare all the time.

One can go to the libraries and read the findings of the theories, without necessarily becoming a psychologist or whatever, but of course it’s a different matter again -- and that’s another theme which we came up with, through Lies’s paper -- to act as (for example) a psychologist and to become a researcher as a psychologist, which implies something quite different from using or borrowing the theories and findings of psychology.  

Another related issue is the question of the relationship between teaching and research.  Robert has tried to keep us thinking about research and yet we keep slipping back into talking about teaching.  Maybe the answer is to focus on issues and problems rather than on a set of issues and problems which arise out of intercultural experience, and then that becomes one’s focus.  Whatever label one has to live with, within an institution.  And that also should be the focus for students as well as ourselves.  Students themselves should perhaps be engaging in research in their own way.  

If you forget the question about what is a discipline and whether it’s proper to be interdisciplinary, I think it’s better to try to ask what are the questions and the issues.  And then one might say, how can those questions and issues be operationalised from different perspectives?  So, how can someone who is a literature specialist operationalise issues and problems which arise, such as those we mentioned of cultural misunderstanding, say.  How can someone who is a specialist in literature or in language learning, operationalise questions about cultural misunderstanding, which will allow them to use their specialism. 

One has to have some focus.  In that sense one has to have a discipline from within which to work, following ideas and theories from elsewhere.  

Or another way of tackling it, as I gathered from Juliane’s way of doing things, might be to say, there’s an interesting phenomenon there which I’m interested in, e.g. people from different cultural identities using a lingua franca to interact.  So that’s the phenomenon and now let’s look for the theories and then the appropriate methods, as Lies said, either to explain or to understand and focus the point and the result will be an explanation or understanding of that particular phenomenon, whatever discipline you’re working from within.

So maybe the next such occasion might be about well, what are the questions which arise out of something we can label in loose way, intercultural experience?  And then what are the possible ways of approaching and operationalising those questions?  What are the questions which we are interested in, and of course the particular questions one focuses upon, it’s not as simple, let’s find what are the right questions then and then find the right approaches to those questions, because of course the questions which arise, that one identifies, are in themselves determined by where you’re coming from.  

Some of the questions that I’ve picked up today and which I’m interested in, are about the relationship between language learning and cultural learning – when the language is a lingua franca or international language,  it is usually English but not necessarily. We have examples during periods of residence abroad where e.g. French could be a lingua franca – that could be a fascinating research project.  

All the questions are about what learning is going on, what are the learning processes and the theories of learning which we can use to explain and understand.  What our students are doing during the Period of Residence Abroad is another fascinating research area.  What is the difference between someone who is in an intercultural experience with no foreign language learning experience at all, and certainly no foreign language which is relevant to that particular situation.   It is important, in terms of both national and Higher Education politics, for us to know what the difference is between somebody in an intercultural experience with language learning experience as part of it, and somebody who is not.  The answer to that question has major policy implications.  Policy studies itself is an area which one might research from the general perspective of intercultural learning.  So policy issues I think are important.

There are a number of different areas where we need to formulate questions for research purposes, e.g. identity issues, and then there are implications for learning and teaching.    

RC

The strongest thing that came through to me was the need to formulate or articulate a clear set of questions which had only been dimly formulated during the course of the day.  But out of today’s discussion, it might be possible, going back over it and listening to it, and editing it, to draw up a hit list of questions or issues which have emerged out of the debate.  

I would simply say thank you very much everybody for coming along.

COMMENTS FROM  PARTICIPANTS WRITTEN IN RETROSPECT

Alice Tomic, Richmond American International University in London

The meeting of this professional group reflected the need for increased

stringency in  critical analysis surrounding the emerging discipline of

Intercultural Communications and I was delighted to be invited to take part.

The presentations and ensuing debates hovered around certain key issues: the nature of the "discourse" that is taking shape; the knowledge/skills debate as discussed in Mike Kelly's article in the Times Higher of July 8th 2000; sharing Strategies for exploring "difference", feeding off a range of disciplines which included psychoanalysis, ethnography, psycholinguistics, and literature. We were also invited to revisit the perennial question of qualitative versus quantitative research and Robert Crawshaw consistently urged the group to reflect on what our emerging discourse was.

Meanwhile, younger researchers and university teachers kept bringing us back down to earth by raising basic concerns: how to reflect research in teaching practices; how to resolve the gap between theory and practice in the face of pragmatic demands within university departments; and how to bridge another gap, this time between their own research interests and what they were required to teach.

Informal conversations during the breaks touched upon wider ontological and epistemological issues including the counter-productivity and energy-consuming nature of much HE bureaucracy, particularly the paper pushing for quality assessment procedures and the rigorous demands of RAE. One group I was chatting with also pointed how important it will be to get teacher trainers involved in future debates.

In his summing-up, Mike Byram held up his map of the world upside down, and the image reflected how many of us felt: a bit confused and insecure. However, the prevailing mood of the Symposium was one of creative collaboration and a sense that we are "comrades in arms". I would say that this sense of insecurity is all a part of the process of change and development in formulating a new discipline. As Tolstoy said, "Everyone thinks of changing the world but no-one thinks of changing himself (sic)," and perhaps this is the most scarey bit of all. Thanks for a very worthwhile event in excellent company.

Terry Mughan, Anglia, Cambridge
The Interculture Research Symposium at Lancaster University on 8th
July 2000 was a  welcome opportunity to examine key issues in a friendly and focussed manner. I was most grateful to colleagues who volunteered  

to lead discussion of particular disciplinary aspects of intercultural research. We covered some important areas of established scholarly activity and some innovative new approaches which together offer linguists stimulating new perspectives on their subject. 

On the train home I was left to mull over some interesting questions.

What do linguists offer to intercultural research that is not already covered by associated disciplines?

How can this area be developed to enhance the status and utility of foreign language learning?

What kind of national structure is required to promote these questions?

Once again, a big thank you to Robert and colleagues at Lancaster for a stimulating, friendly and rewarding day.

Sylvie Toll, University of Central Lancashire
This was a stimulating day which presented rich samples of the many disciplinary perspectives which characterise the field of interculture. I would like to see it followed by another day (or many more) for formulating a set of questions and looking at pedagogical applications.

Margaret Parry talked of "a mess" and Alison Phipps viewed "the mess" very positively. I rather see it as a very rich and fertile soil* and we must find the best ways to apply it to that which we are trying to cultivate and enhance in the field of education. 

* I could even have called it "compost" but this might have too many negative connotations for those amongst us who are not keen plantspeople.

Gavin Jack,  Stirling University

Overall, I felt that the day was very valuable in so far as it brought together key approaches to the study of interculture and in so doing, demonstrated its messiness and contradictions.  Personally, I feel that this is very exciting, vibrant, awakening and exhibits clearly the need for

post-disciplinary thinking and writing in the area.  It seemed to me that both the day's high and low points were played out when we all sought comfort from difficult questions of epistemology in the cosy answers of pre-defined disciplinary homes.

Alison Phipps:  Glasgow University

My feeling at the end of the symposium is that we are in the thick of the messy challenge of interdisciplinary or even perhaps more accurately, postdisciplinary research. The old ways of working within clear boundaries are not our ways of working. We bring clear values, paradigms, questions and expectations to our work and these may lead to common ground in future. Some of our terminology is confused, particularly 'discourse', which we seem to understand and misunderstand. Mess is what spills over the edges or escapes from its proper place. As researchers we have all come from different places to ask different questions and to make a mess of the orderliness of discipline, even to be ill-disciplined. Mess, confusion, difficulty all make research exciting as an educative process in the widest sense, and the fact that none of us could leave aside educational praxis when talking of our research is a hopeful sign to me as it challenges the false dichotomy of research and teaching and makes us think of both in ways at once abstract and praxis-oriented. 

Juliane House, University of Hamburg, Germany

For me, the most interesting facet of this symposium was the fact that I was able to gain insight into intercultural research activities in British universities. I was particularly thrilled to find out that as concerns ethnographically motivated studies, my own research is in fact very similar to the types of studies conducted by several of the participants in the symposium. So it was very good and timely to get to know one another and I do hope we all keep in touch! 

Ursula Stickler, University of Sheffield

First of all, thank you for inviting me to this interesting seminar! I enjoyed the stimulating presentations and the intellectual challenge.  As a non-linguist - and probably the only one in the group - I found it particularly interesting from how many different perspectives the question of  intercultural communications can be approached. And as a lay-person in some of the disciplines used (in my mottled career I have studied "Volkskunde", philosophy and psychoanalysis to varying degrees) I found the depth of understanding very impressive. It did make me want to continue with research in the area and I hope I'll find even more and messier approaches!

Lies Sercu, Leuven

I consider it the merit of the organisers of the research symposium at Lancaster University on 'Current and future approaches in intercultural research' to have brought together researchers who operate a wide range of approaches to researching interculture and to thus have shown how cultural studies transcends traditional divisions between qualitative and quantitative approaches and between social sciences and humanities.

The questions I took home from this very stimulating symposium include: 

How 'messy' can the study of interculture be? 

Does messiness imply lack of direction? 

Does it lead to superficiality? 

Do we need to worry about how researchers working within the secure boundaries of traditional disciplines view us? 

How can one justify one's way of working?

Once again, a big thank you to all for a very stimulating day!

Mike Byram, Durham 

One of the pre-occupations of the day was 'what is the discipline' but I prefer to ask 'what are the questions/issues'.  It was Beth who said at the beginning of the day: what are the research questions and this was my main point too with a suggestion of some areas for research questions:

· the cultural dimension of English or any language as an international language

· the learning process - both cognitive and as Sylvette rightly pointed out, the affective

· the difference between IC with and without knowledge/skill in a language appropriate to the situation

· the non-verbal dimension of intercultural communication - and a pedagogy for it

On the question of being interdisciplinary (to which I can perhaps link the issue of teaching and research) the problem of teaching/researching in an area where one feels insecure, using the findings of other disciplines, one has to dare!  We are here talking about researching issues which are important for teaching (I don't think there ever was a golden age of  teaching one's own research in a non-vocational university, or if there was it was short-lived) and 'education' is not a discipline and one has to be prepared to live with 'fuzzy boundaries', to quote a conference held last year on these issues. 

So, those are some scattered thoughts and I hope they are of some use.
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