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This symposium was organised by a small working group composed of representatives from The Hefce-funded Interculture Project (www.lancs.ac.uk/users/interculture), the Society for Intercultural Education, Training and Research (SIETAR), The International Association for Languages and Intercultural Communication (IALIC) and The Subject Centre for Modern Languages, Linguistics and Area Studies.  Its objectives were to explore the basis for closer collaboration between the public and private sectors in the field of intercultural education and training.  It was believed that that much good practice was taking place in private-sector training for intercultural awareness which was not widely disseminated amongst public-sector practitioners.  Barriers continued to exist despite the wide range of initiatives resulting from the HEFCE/fdtl programmes, the establishment of discipline based subject-centres, the exchange of information and research findings encouraged by the IALIC journal and website and the work of SIETAR whose central objective was for advances in education, training and research in intercultural development to be more widely shared.

A one-day forum of experts would, it was thought, make it possible to exemplify if not to inventorise good practice, so that more effective access to information could be provided and a basis established for closer collaboration and exchange.  It might also make explicit the extent to which supply matched demand, particularly in the case of HE students in Modern Languages for whom a foundation in intercultural development could be assumed to be part of their preparation for professional life.  To what extent could or did professional trainers in intercultural development take for granted the knowledge and skills already acquired by recruits as part of their higher education?  How relevant were they?  Was there more that Universities should do to meet employers’ priorities or should Higher Education have different aims?

The implicit goals of the event were threefold:

· to enhance awareness of good practices in the public and private sectors and to establish the means for closer exchange of information through improved access;

· to lay the grounds for the further establishment of programmes in intercultural development, either through closer integration at undergraduate level or through tailor-made postgraduate degrees;

· to make a contribution to the formulation of national policy in the field of intercultural education and training within Higher Education.

Hence the sub-title for the day: ‘practices, programmes, policies’.  How the initiative might subsequently be carried forward was not specified.  Neither were the concrete means of attaining these goals made explicit in advance.  It was intended that the free exchange of information by reputed ‘experts’ form the basis for future initiatives. These might emerge as a result of the day’s discussions and would be the topic addressed by the group’s report to HEFCE which, through The Interculture Project, had sponsored the event.  

It was decided to build the day’s organisation around three short demonstrations of current practice in the field: two from higher education and one from the private sector.  One from HE would be from within an undergraduate arts and humanities degree programme, the other by a teacher working in a university management school and the third by a training consultant responsible for executive training in large private corporations.  The 25 delegates would include representatives from both the public and private sectors not omitting government agencies and students.  In the event, the majority were university teachers or adminstrators from departments of humanities, education and management.  There were 6 delegates from training organisations, one each from the British Council and the Quality Assurance Agency and five graduate students.  A professional ‘facilitator’ was nominated by the working group to manage the day (see Annexe 1).

Since it was not certain what the different agendas of participants might be, it was decided that, following a brief introduction by a representative of the symposium organisers, the group would be divided into four sub-groups composed of a cross-section of the constituencies present and a record kept of the outcomes.  This would be followed by the three demonstrations.  After lunch, further group discussions would address the issues arising out of the demonstrations before closing the day with an open forum.

The opening presentation

Following brief introductory comments by the facilitator, Mark Dodsworth, Robert Crawshaw, on behalf of the organising committee, presented the aims and background to the symposium.  Under the headings below, he gave a rapid summary of the background and stressed the need for collaboration and exchange of information as being the main objective as well the hope that a blueprint for future action might emerge from the day’s discussions.

1. Public and private sector priorities

2. Supply and demand

3. Sharing insights

4. Establishing a programme

The sub-group discussions

The key-points emerging from the sub-group discussions which followed can be summarised as follows:

1. The need for closer links between public policy and the concerns of HE and private organisations;

2. Greater use should be made of the untapped linguistic resources in HE: by employers and by HE institutions themselves.  The links in both sectors between language education and intercultural competencies should be further developed; 

3. Intercultural education should be included in the established ‘skill-sets’ of graduates and should have begun in secondary school;

4. In their recruitment policies, greater emphasis should be given by employers to foreign language and communication skills and such competencies as curiosity and adaptability developed during periods of work and residence abroad;

5. There should be a closer relationship between applied and theoretical university research into intercultural development and training;

6. A higher profile should be given to techniques of assessing intercultural competence;

7. Academics needed to be more practical and objective-orientated in their teaching and research in interculture; corporations less so and more aware of current research developments.  This would increase the credibility and effectiveness of both;

8. Greater interface was needed between ‘training’ and ‘education’, not least in order to gauge the full scope of the possible input from HE into trainers’ current knowledge base;

9. More information was\required on the relationship between supply and demand;

10. Still more insight was needed into the relationship between ‘understanding’ and the acquisition of skills;

11. ‘In-depth political’ questions needed to be asked by universities so that the significance of intercultural awareness and consequences of ignorance of it could be understood by future employees. 

There was little here to surprise anyone working in the field but the concerns expressed confirmed those of the organisers and underlined the main focus of the dialectic:

· education/training

· ‘critical’ understanding/skills

· supply/demand

· practice/policy

· research/application

· politics/enterprise.

The question remained as to what initiatives should be taken to enhance the public/private interface which all groups thought desirable.  The demonstrations would provide practical reference points which would help identify the grounds for action.  

Demonstrations

1. ‘Mapping the self: film and the topographies of identity’ (Wendy Everett, University of Bath)

2. ‘Barbie as a vehicle for critical understanding’ (Gavin Jack, Keele University Management School)

3. ‘Contexts of intercultural training’ (Philip O’Connor, LTS Training and Consulting).

Summary outlines of each of the demonstrations can be found in the annexe.  Each was distinct in character and style.  The first, ‘Using narrative in developing intercultural awareness: mapping the self and topographies of identity’ by Wendy Everett of the University of Bath, vividly illustrated how film can be exploited in workshops as part of an HE course on narrative, identity and border-crossing.  Extracts from the 1994 Icelandic film Cold Fever (dir. Fridrikson) were shown to the group who were invited to comment on what they revealed about the nature of cultural difference and the types of awareness and behaviour required to accommodate it.  The film concerned a young Japanese businessman who makes an unexpected journey to Iceland and the inevitable consequences of his experiences for his view of himself and others.  It was a highly interactive session and very clear how the material was exploited in an educational context.  It was also clear (and confirmed by the feedback) how film might be used in the intercultural training of private-sector employees.  The choice of film was very apt for that type of audience and the dynamic responses to the extracts illustrated perfectly how the material might be used.

The second presentation by Gavin Jack of the University of Keele: ‘Barbie, interculture and ideology’, described the shortcomings of approaches to intercultural training based on systemic semantic labels of the kind exemplified by Hofstede’s research.  According to Jack, such approaches all too easily enhanced stereotypes rather than promoting genuine intercultural awareness and reinforced an oversimplified, even imperialistic view of cultural difference.  Hofstede’s work was presented as a generalised paradigm for private sector intercultural training, the implication being that capitalist-dominated enterprise had little choice but to subordinate intercultural perceptions to the interests of profit.  The responsibilities of management educators in universities were, on the other hand, fundamentally different.  They consisted rather in deconstructing the process of capitalist-inspired intercultural training and revealing it for what it was, so that future managers would be aware of how capitalist mechanisms dominated the acquisition of cultural attitudes.

The example taken to illustrate both the educational process and, by definition, the way in which global organisations exploited and distorted cultural difference was the well-known global campaign promoting ‘Barbie doll’.   Barbie’s appeal was precisely that the doll could be adapted to an infinite set of cultural contexts and dressed up in the clothes appropriate to occasions which were stereotypical of the cultures concerned.  Since the campaign was knowingly addressed to a young market, it served to illustrate the dangerous implications of the cultural perceptions engendered by global capitalism.  The presentation was itself intended as an oversimplification designed to encourage polemic and provoke debate.  It implied that that the interests of public sector HE (even in the field of management) and those of private sector providers were categorically different, a point of view which of course apparently ran counter to the objectives of the symposium as a whole.  It had the effect of artificially polarising the debate but underlined a basic distinction between education and training which the subsequent discussion could not ignore.

The third paper by Philip O’Connor of SIETAR and LTS Training and Consulting, was a different type of presentation, being descriptive rather than demonstrative or explicitly ideological.  It objectively defined the constraints under which intercultural trainers operated and made no attempt to enact the techniques actually used in practice.  In fact the talk appeared deliberately to avoid giving technical examples and concentrated instead on defining the ‘real-world’ conditions under which most private-sector intercultural training takes place.  While not contradicting or taking issue with the previous presenter, the talk seriously qualified some of its presuppositions.  It described the conflicting priorities which intercultural trainers have to confront and reconcile: time, place, the obligation to the client, which have to be set against the ethical principles which underpin the understanding of cultural difference.  The picture was of a profession under pressure, seeking to reconcile ethics and the imperatives of financial survival.  But the lack of concrete examples of the techniques and resources deployed, made it difficult to identify how it addressed the pragmatic and ethical issues  raised by the other two presenters.

Group discussions
The reactions to the presentations were addressed in group discussions which followed lunch.  They can be summarised as follows:

1. Films exemplifying ‘border-crossing’ were a powerful supplement to existing training packages.  The use of metaphor in film was probably a more effective way of raising cultural awareness and arousing curiosity about other cultures than ‘textbook’ videos.  The combination of image and narrative provided a powerful resource for understanding identity as a construct.

2. There was a need to redefine ‘culture’ in terms of alternative groupings such as those based on gender and socio-economic difference and to train and educate people accordingly.

3. Effective cultural education/training meant questioning one’s own place in the world (reflexivity) and a resistance to being purely a member of a consumer society.

4. There was an inescapable conflict between the ‘ideals’ of the academic educational environment and the ‘reality’ of intercultural training’.

5. Neither education nor training could ignore the fact that ‘intercultural knowledge’ must include an ‘affective’ as well as a ‘cognitive’ component.

6. The apparent differences in objectives on the part of the public and private sectors made it important for HE educators to experience first- hand the types of conflicts which arise in private-sector situations.

7. 5-minutes exposure to a totally unfamiliar language was an excellent  technique for confronting students/clients with the reality of disempowerment and thereby raising awareness of difference.

8. ‘Barbie’ would be very useful in an integrated programme of learning and as a means of enhancing the ‘awareness’ of personnel working in marketing.  Other artefacts might be more appropriate for different teaching/training situations.  There was clearly a need to go beyond semantic categories as a means of defining cultural difference.

9. A shift in emphasis from product to process should be encouraged as a means of counteracting line managers’ preoccupation with product.

10. The emphasis on the learning context revealed the importance of maintaining contact after training and of ‘learning communities’.

As the above summary suggests, discussion within the four groups was generally at too high a level to offer practical insights.  Nevertheless, it established a number of working principles which could well inform future practice. The groups clearly expressed an aspiration that the two sectors work more closely together.  It was left to representatives of each of the three main associations represented at the symposium to sum up how the outcomes of the day’s debates would affect their priorities in the forthcoming months.

SIETAR - (Terry Mughan)

The Society for Intercultural Education Training and Research (SIETAR) was a international organisation with global affiliations and national branches as well as a European grouping (SIETAR Europa).  Its primary mission was to bring together the interests of training and education, though the membership of SIETAR UK was predominantly from the private sector.  In this sense , its focus was different from those of IALIC and the LTSN Subject Centre.  SIETAR thrived on promoting a diversity of approaches to intercultural training and was anxious to pursue actions which facilitated collaboration between public and priivate sector providers.  It would be keen to build on the outcomes of the day’s discussions in ways which were in the mutual interests of the three organisations.

The LTSN Subject Centre for Area Studies, Languages and Linguistics - (Alison Dickens)

The Subject Centre was one discipline-based component of the Learning and Teaching Support Network (LTSN) whose general objective was to promote co-operation across discipline/subject boundaries and to promote developments within individual discipline areas.  Any outcome from the day’s debates could be publicised by the Centre.  There was a need for ‘add-on’ teaching and learning for language students in the UK, at the forefront of which was the question of ‘employability’.  Strenuous initiatives were needed to promote collaboration across subject areas which required persistance and conviction.  The day’s discussions could act as a basis for these initiatives to be carried forward in the field of intercultural education and training.

The International Association for Languages and Intercultural Communication (IALIC) - (Alison Phipps)

IALIC was a new, university-based association, founded by academics who were seeking to transcend traditional disciplines and develop fields of teaching, learning and research which dealt critically with issues of intercultural identity, boundary crossing and language.  As the titles of its annual conferences indicated, the Association responded to the need of academics to question basic assumptions behind their disciplines and to reconcile the resulting contradictions.  One of the key issues confronted by IALIC as an association representing the ‘supply side’ was that of appropriate preparation for the ‘real’ world.  It totally supported the effort to deploy a common discourse in the public and private sectors so as to define more closely the type of graduates we were trying to produce.  This inevitably meant confronting the issues of power and resistance to change which such initatives implied.  Specifically, these might include new types of BA and MA courses and continuing efforts to promote closer relationships between teaching and research in the field of intercultural education and training.      

CONCLUDING DISCUSSION

In reflecting on the day’s debates, there was a strong sense of sharing common aspirations but an enduring recognition that the public and private sectors were working in essentially different contexts.  As the feedback  indicates, the need for further action was strongly endorsed.  Although the discussion was short on concrete proposals, a number of ‘action lines’ did emerge which can lay the basis for continuing initiatives.  These focused first and foremost on the need to share existing information and to develop a common ‘meta-discourse’, most notably in the following areas:

1. Assessment of intercultural competence (cf the ongoing initiatives by Mike Byram and The Council of Europe);

2. The importance of promoting website links and sharing bibliographies so as to improve the dissemination of information;

3. The need to strengthen networks through collaborative workshops and conferences;

4. The need to support collaborative research involving public and private sector institutions.
ANNEXE 1

Wendy Everett: University of Bath

‘Mapping the self: film and the topograhies of identity’

Outline for presentation

· General ways in which we prepare students for residence abroad

· While this is not their specific intention, inevitably all cultural courses (and indeed, all PS courses) do play a key role in helping students to understand the individual countries in which they will live, and European courses widen the parameters somewhat to provide a more general context.

· The particular course within whose framework the present response is situated, is a second year European Culture course entitled: Border Crossings. The unit aims to challenge assumptions about European and national identities, and to enable students to appreciate the complexity, diversity, and interrelated nature of European cultures. Shifting identities in contemporary Europe are examined through examples of literature and film, with particular reference to geographical and linguistic boundaries, and the themes of exile and migration, the holocaust, memory and forgetting. Some seven members of staff are involved, and we expect around 25 students.

· In other words, the course sets out to make students think across traditional borders, and to question, in so doing, ideas of national, regional, and personal identity (including their own), in relation to patterns of exile and change that have shaped European geographies and cultures.

· Texts used include: To the Wedding (John Berger, 1996); The Way Back (Enrico Palandri, 1990); The Reader (Bernhard Schlink, 1997); The File on H (Ismail Kadare, 1981); The Land of Green Plums (Herta Müller, 1993), and two films: Journey of Hope (Xavier Koller, 1990), and Cold Fever (Fridrik Thor Fridriksson, 1994). 
· Within this course, I look at a number of films dealing with travel, migration, change, in relation to both the cultural and geographical notions of journey, but also the crossing of boundaries between the written image and the visual; between literature and photography and film. This is important, of course, particulary because of the key role visual images played throughout the twentieth century in structuring our concepts of ourselves and of Otherness. It is extremely important, therefore, to be aware of the influence of the visual image, and helpful to study how the construction of visual film narratives interrogate and give new understanding of these complex issues of identity and change.
· Of key importance in contemporary European cinema are narratives dealing with questions of identity (filmic autobiography, for example), and now, in particular, the journey narrative. Specific tales of exile (Journey of Hope), of quest, of journey (Cold Fever) 
· Cold Fever:  Japan /Iceland, interesting because not specifically linked to languages we teach, so that issues can be looked at afresh, in relation to more familiar cultures and texts. Also because, as well as exploring identity and cultural difference in a way that students can relate to, it can also be looked at as a European Road Movie, that is, as an exploration of the identity of European cinema in relation to the dominant cinema of Hollywood.

Handout

Cold Fever/Á köldum klaka (Fridrik Thór Fridriksson, Iceland, 1994)

Identity as journey & role of cinema in instigating and articulating journey

Examples for discussion

1.
 Atsushi in Japan: 

· Home: locus of certainty and definition

· Fixed unitary identity, rooted in place

· Framings: screen within screen

2. 
Leaving home: Plane journey 

· Space, openness, loss of definition

· Sweeping panoramas; mobile camera

3. 
Journey

· Road/car/map

· Loss of self/certainty

· Encounters with the Other

4. 
Destination

· New awareness of self expressed through metaphor of journey

Conclusion: the journey narrative, patterns and readings

Home

(

Journey
(

Destination

Place-based/stasis(
Unknown/mobility
(
Beginning

Self as centre(

Self as periphery
(
Self as process

Own culture as norm(Confrontation with the Other(
New understanding

Points for further discussion:

· Identity as transgression of borders

· As open-ended process of negotiation 

· Self as product of its own articulation; the stories that express it 

· Personal identity in relation to visual images, specifically cinema

Further reading:
Anderson, B. (1983), Imagined Communities: Reflections on the Origin and Spread of Nationalism, London: Verso.

Baudrillard, J. (1988), America, translated by C. Turner, London: Verso. 

Burnett, R. (1995), Cultures of Vision: Images, Media and the Imaginary, Bloomington and Indianapolis: Indiana University Press

Carter, E., J. Donald, and J. Squires (1993), Space & Place: theories of identity and location, London: Lawrence and Wishart. 

Cohan, S. & Ina Rae Hart (1997), The Road Movie Book, London & New York: Routledge.

Corrigan, T. (1991), A Cinema Without Walls: Movies and Culture after Vietnam, New Brunswick, New Jersey: Rutgers University Press. 

Cowie, P. (1995), Icelandic Films, Reykjavik: Kvikmyndasjódur Íslands / Icelandic Film Fund.

Everett, W. (ed.) (2000), The Seeing Century: Film, Vision, and Identity, Amsterdam: Rodopi.

Harvey, D. (1996), Justice, Nature, and the Geography of Difference, Oxford: Blackwell.

Hayward, S. (1996), Key concepts in cinema studies, London and New York: Routledge.

Lefebvre, H. (1991), The Production of Space, translated by Donald Nicholson-Smith, Oxford: Blackwell. 

Nicholls, B. 1994), Blurred Boundaries: Questions of Meaning in Contemporary Culture, Bloomington and Indianopolis: Indiana University Press.

Other examples of journey films/European road movies:

Theo Angelopoulos, Landscape in the mist (France/Greece/Italy, 1988)

Theo Angelopoulos, Ulysses' Gaze (France/Greece/Italy, 1995)

Aki Kaurismaki, Leningrad Cowboys go America (Finland, Sweden, 1989)

Xavier Koller, Journey of Hope (Turkey/Switzerland, 1990)

Peter Lichtefeld, Trains 'N' Roses (Germany/Finland, 1997)

Ken Loach, Land and Freedom (UK/Spain, 1995)

Nanni Moretti, Dear Diary (Italy, 1994)

Jean Vigo, L'Atalante (France, 1934)

Wim Wenders, Paris Texas (W. Germany, 1984)

ANNEXE 2

Gavin Jack – University of Keele

‘Barbie, interculture and global ideology’

The purpose of my talk was to bring a more explicit concern with issues of power, ideology and social and economic interests into debates on intercultural communication. Such issues have frequently been marginalised in public discourse on intercultural education and, as such, debates often lack any sense of critique or political purpose and become reduced to conceiving ways that academics can assist large business organisations acquire more capital.  In order to politicise intercultural education and training, the presentation began with consideration of the problems with some of the key concepts used in the field.  Specifically, I problematised Hofstede’s dimensions which emanate from a social scientific study which is methodologically flawed (McSweeney, 2002) and presents no firm empirical evidence of differences in national culture (it merely presents statistically averaged tendencies and nothing else).  Hofstede’s results are based on supposition and the projection of a priori research findings onto raw data. Hofstede’s work has been uncritically taken up by many in intercultural education without reading and thinking through the statements made and methodology outlined in Culture’s Consequences. For me, the starting point in politicising IC would be to drop Hofstede and focus our pedagogical attentions elsewhere (e.g. social and cultural anthropology, postcolonial studies, radical management studies, social psychology etc.). 

The talk went on to ‘locate’ interculture i.e. to position the field in terms of its historical, cultural and economic home, and thus to show that it is an inherently partial field which serves the interests of Western multinationals.  Drawing upon postcolonial theory and especially the work of Gayatri Spivak, this represents a problem, since it suggests that IC is largely working in the pocket of the West without due regard for its potential contribution to political and economic critique and is exclusively framed according to the conceptual models of the West.  The latter part of the talk proposed that we might alternatively consider a role for intercultural education in ‘unthinking privilege’, i.e. beginning to ask questions of the political and ethical implications of contemporary global capitalism for those at the receiving end of the system. Of course, such a call will always be open to the conservative response that this is untenable and idealistic, a response which, it seems to me, is used to justify the promotion of intercultural education in the UK simply as a corporate necessity.  In other words, it is a response which reduces the need to think and allows IC educationalists to believe that they work in a social and political vacuum.

What this points to is a fundamental ideological tension which will always be present at events which bring together the interests of the public and private sector. I think that such tension and conflict is necessary and ought to belong to policy/educational debates in this sector in the UK.  On the one hand it allows the private sector to cherry-pick those ideas from UKHE which it finds useful for its purposes.  On the other, it provides academics with an opportunity to politicise practice in this area of corporate provision and to open up a structure for debate between potentially incommensurable interests.  My experience of the event suggests that this ideological nettle is of course present in UK debates of intercultural education – I do hope though that rather than being marginalised as some kind of ‘far out issue’, it is taken to the heart of the debate by those at the head of the organisations which created the symposium.  Political questions will always be challenging and will always meet with resistance (usually in the form of denigration).  The first task, it seems to me, is to find a discursive space where political questions may be legitimated rather than ridiculed.

ANNEXE 3

Philip O’Connor - LTS Training and Consulting, Bath

‘What do we really need to know in order to understand and work with other cultures? How do we design training courses to bring about that understanding?’

That cultural differences have an impact on the way people do things and organise their lives is now widely accepted. In itself this is an advance and a tribute to the to the pioneers in the intercultural field who have helped put it on the everyday map. It is, of course, also a recognition of how the global economy and the increasing ease of information communication are impacting on people everywhere. However, recent research suggests that this unplanned coming together of cultures is making it increasingly difficult for people from different countries who do not know each other well to communicate effectively. (Segalla, Sauquet & Turati, 2001, pp.39).

This realisation and growing awareness of cultural difference as a significant factor in international relations has led to a growth in the market for, and the provision of, various types of intercultural training - particularly in the corporate sector. But how effective is intercultural training? This question is at the heart of a matter which is key for both practitioners and consumers. Today's Symposium on Intercultural Education and Training comes at an opportune time for Higher Education and private sector providers of intercultural awareness raising to share ideas on best practice in the field.

As practitioners privileged to organise learning about culture, it may now be a good time to stand back and reflect on the materials and activities which we have developed to promote intercultural understanding – in both the corporate and educational sectors. More specifically, it may be time for us as a community of interculturalists to reflect on the underlying syllabus designs which inform our training interventions. One of the central questions to address is whether we have become somewhat locked into a packaged product approach to intercultural training, which, in its reification of culture as homogenous entity (Dahlén, 1997) fails to connect with the processes and contexts of our clients (Segalla, Fischer & Sandner, 2000, pp.40).

As professionals, a challenge for us is to approach these questions of complex process with rigour, building on existing research models but being neither constrained by them, nor reducing them into packaged solutions. We may live and work in a world where “the quest for the Holy Grail …. simplified frameworks that would nonetheless allow a deep understanding of a wide range of cultures is .. largely doomed to failure”. (Usunier, 1998, pp.99). Practitioners and researchers need to engage in real dialogue in order to plot a route forward informed by best practice, and touching on the constituencies of both communities.

A study by Heine et al. (1999) on differences in American and Japanese concepts of self-regard suggests that “the enormous body of research on the self-concept in the North American psychological literature reflecting North Americans’ deep fascination with the self”, (pp.768) can have quite a major impact on our interpretations of values and motivations. It may also have a somewhat skewing influence on our design of assessment tools and training interventions in the intercultural field, since a large body of the underlying research has itself emerged from that culture. Stewart  (1998) has noted that many “cross-cultural communication specialists are particularly insensitive to human motives of power and social control, confusing them with affiliation and social feelings”, and as a consequence, “are indifferent to historical, sociological and political cleavages in society that generate cultural aggression.” (pp. 77). Within our field we have much to learn not only from the ethnographers, psychologists and psychometricians, but also from the historians, geographers (Nisbett & Cohen, 1996) and discourse analysts (Fasulo & Pontecorvo, 1999). As Hickson and Pugh (1995) have noted:

“Contemporary forms of organisation and the problems of managing them are new in scale and detail, but not in kind. In one way or another they have arisen before in ancient civilisations. In long-ago China, India, Egypt, Israel, Greece and Rome, the dilemmas of governance, of commanding armies, of controlling religions and administering commerce would be recognisable today in their fundamentals”. (pp.3).

Possibly the core issue in all of this is context. We all make decisions which are a reflection of our values, but whether we can really ‘trigger’ and remember those values in the decontextualised world of some training and assessment activities is an important question. In reflections on race, Loveman  (1999) emphasises the importance of context:

“A comparative historical approach to the study of ‘race’ as a category of practice, constitutive of social relations in given contexts, has far greater analytical and theoretical potential than a ‘racialized social system’ approach”. (pp. 897).

While many of us would not agree, as Loveman goes on to suggest, that ‘race’ should be eliminated as a category of analysis, there may well be an argument for, if not eliminating, at least for de-emphasising ‘culture’ as a category of analysis. Rather, it might be more beneficial for us to analyse contexts of communication and how those contexts may trigger differing values. At a practical training and learning level, we should be possibly increasing our use of rigorously researched and carefully crafted simulations, case studies and in-basket cases which reflect real organisational challenges, instead of encouraging semi-abstract musings on cultural differences (Jacobs, 1999).

Learning in this area may come through constructive tension brought about by real involvement:

“People, like chickens or hamsters, return again and again to scenes or problems which are puzzling. Ambiguity and difficulty breed involvement.” (Sennett, 2000, pp.178).

I see analogies with the world of language teaching and learning. Again there have been differing intellectual and theoretical approaches to the area. It could be argued that the North American focus on the self-concept led to Chomsky and his tranformational-generative grammarians, while a more socio-focused European approach reached a somewhat different analysis. Wilkins (1976) in a seminal work in this field wrote:

“Language is always used in a social context and cannot be fully understood without reference to that context”. (pp.75).

The argument here is not at all that the European approach to language teaching was better, rather that it maybe suited its context better. At the time, it was not a revolution but a shift in emphasis. It seems to me that in our field of intercultural learning, and possibly especially in the corporate field where packages may hold the promise of better sales, we may also be ripe for a shift in emphasis – away from the security of the grammar book of cultural difference and towards the riskier world of process and involvement.
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ANNEXE 4

Facilitator’s Evaluation Report

Mark Dodsworth - Europartnerships

Background

Following an exploratory discussion in November 2001 with Terry Mughan (Anglia Polytechnic University and SIETAR), with whom I had previously worked on a Leonardo da Vinci Pilot Project, I was invited to facilitate the Thinking Interculture Symposium by an organising committee led by Robert Crawshaw.  In addition to fronting the main event, this entailed participating in a preparatory planning meeting with members of the committee, held at CILT in January 2002, feeding in to a subsequent consultation process by email and attending a ‘walk through’ rehearsal at The American International University, Richmond, on 5th March.
Preparatory Meeting – 21st January 2002

At the Preparatory Meeting I was able to meet the members of the organising committee and familiarise myself their priorities and those of their various ‘constituencies’.  The aims of the symposium, as they were expressed to me, were primarily:  to facilitate the exchange of good practice between higher education and the private training sector  (to include demonstrations or exemplars of good practice); to prepare the ground for the establishment of an inventory of experiences, activities, learning programmes, information and resources to be accessed by academics, students and practitioners.  In general, it was hoped that the event might prove to be the first tentative step in the direction of creating a public-private partnership.  By limiting the symposium delegates to around 25 people from a broad range of disciplines, it was hoped to encourage maximum participation and commitment.  

In my view, these objectives seemed laudable and achievable and, as a representative of private sector interests, I was happy to contribute to their achievement.  I was pleased that the committee agreed with me that the symposium should not be used to push fixed ideas but rather to explore areas of possible collaboration and also that, rather than claiming to be showcasing ‘best’ practice, it should be presenting interesting stories and thought provoking case studies as examples of general practice. I also fully subscribed to the expressed desire to better understand what the corporate world thought they could learn from the world of higher education.

It was agreed that my role should be characterised by minimal intervention except where the programme timetable required it, encouraging discussion and participation but within certain parameters.  To extract maximum contributions from as many delegates as possible, the event would be divided up into plenaries, set piece ‘enactments’ or presentations and small working groups, with plenty of opportunities for informal discussion over coffee/lunch.  Careful thought was given as to what would comprise stimulating and interesting presentations, how best to ensure that everybody could express their views and finally, how to most effectively record the results for later analysis and dissemination.  I was very comfortable with the suggestions made by the group and, although conscious of the risk of excessive orchestration and manipulation of delegates and programme, felt that the end result was a pragmatic and workable solution, which would allow a lot of ground to be covered without impeding discussion at appropriate times. I particularly liked the ‘low tech’ proposal to record key points from group and plenary discussion, namely a number of flip charts to be placed at strategic points around the hall and to be used as collective notepads by all participants.  A sound recording of the proceedings would reinforce this.
Rehearsal – 5th March 2002

With the help of our hosts at The American University, we began by setting out the conference hall in an informal and non-threatening manner, adopting an ‘in the round’ lay out of chairs.  This certainly complemented the style of facilitation that I expected to adopt at the event. We opted not to make use of syndicate rooms but to keep all the delegates in the main hall, with the intention of encouraging them to move the chairs around during the working group sessions and refreshment breaks. We had also opted for a low-tech approach to presentation equipment, asking the three guest presenters in the morning to avoid PowerPoint, although one of the three would be using projection facilities to show illustrative film clips.  I had worked on a detailed, timed breakdown, by action and responsibility, of the different activities envisaged for the day, using our discussion of 21st January as a guide. This ensured that I could effectively anticipate and choreograph the mix of activities during the event with a minimum of fuss and confusion. Finally, we assigned each delegate to a specific working group so that private/HE/intermediary representatives were evenly distributed, thereby hopefully introducing different experiences and perspectives to each group.
The Symposium – 6th March 2002

On the whole, the mix of participants on the day was representative although I was personally a little disappointed that there were not more private sector training users taking part, as opposed to private sector training providers who were very much in evidence. This imbalance meant that when there was (inevitably) some controversy during discussion, the sole training user present perhaps felt a little embattled and exposed – she might have appreciated some reinforcements! This said, she defended her corner with passion and fluency even though English was not her first language.

The presentation of symposium aims and objectives worked well, with Robert Crawshaw (for the organisers) setting out his stall and representative views then being invited from the participants.  The original aim had been to revisit these collected views at the end of the day as a means of evaluating progress achieved.  I am ashamed to say that the facilitator did not do this due to lack of time but I did invite delegates to express individual views on this subject when completing their evaluation forms before departure.

The first Group Task was as follows:

Morning Task (20 minutes)

Imagine that you empathise with the aims and objectives as presented this morning (on behalf of the symposium organisers) and that you are able to envisage the emergence of a public/private collaborative work programme in which we are all involved to some extent.  What would you want such a programme to do for you/your organisation?  What do you think that you/your organisation might be prepared to contribute to this collaboration?  Please try to offer contributions that are SMART (specific, measurable, achievable, realistic and time-bound) as far as is possible.  Please appoint a group representative prepared to make a brief presentation in the plenary session that follows.

In retrospect, this task was too ambitious for the time allotted in the programme.  Even with the 20-minute feedback session that followed, it was difficult for the four working groups to do the topic full justice.  On the positive side however, delegates seemed comfortable with what was being asked of them and much discussion and note taking was generated. The feedback from rapporteurs was a concise distillation of a wide variety of views and opinions – all grist to the organisers’ mill.

The three guest ‘enactments’ after coffee worked extremely well, proving to be at various times entertaining, thought provoking, informative and controversial. I felt Wendy Everett’s contribution was particularly successful, raising as it did exciting possibilities for the exploitation of images rather than words to convey messages and meanings in a teaching situation. The decision not to invite comments and questions from the floor during or immediately after the presentations (but to save them for a formal airing after lunch) permitted the degree of flow and impact desired by the organisers.  Interestingly, the above-mentioned imbalance of participating constituencies was reflected in the lack of a training user perspective, only partially corrected by giving the floor to our sole corporate user representative at the end of this session.

After lunch, four working groups were again reconstituted with delegates now asked to join a different group (but with the choice of group now theirs). They were set a second task, as follows:

Afternoon Task (25 minutes)

Please consider once again the 3 ‘enactments’ from our guests this morning.  We now invite you to discuss their relevance both to you personally and to your working environments.  Please appoint a ‘scribe’ prepared to note down key points on your group’s flip chart.

This proved to be an excuse for four wide-ranging group discussions that simply used the ‘enactments’ as a springboard.  For me this was perfectly valid and, beyond asking each group to record key points on their flip charts, it was clear to me that a formal feedback session from rapporteurs was not essential at this point in the programme.  Instead, we then brought the three presenters together as a panel, which allowed delegates to continue and widen their previous discussion by engaging with the presenters and participants from other groups.  

In our final session, representatives of each of the four component bodies of the symposium organising committee (SIETAR, IALIC, The Subject Centre and The Interculture Project) were invited to make a statement or summary of how the day’s proceedings had impacted upon them.  Full, frank and open discussion then followed until the facilitator was required to call a halt due to lack of time.  It has to be said that, throughout the afternoon session particularly, my task was an easy one since discussion and debate flowed smoothly and a light touch on the tiller at critical moments was all that was required of me. The formal session ended at 4.10pm, more or less on schedule, with a number of delegates then retiring to the nearest pub to continue the proceedings in an even more relaxed atmosphere.

In summary, I felt the organisers’ objectives and those expressed by the representative delegates in the first morning session were fully met. I believe that this view has been largely borne out by the feedback culled from delegates’ evaluation forms. It should now be possible for the organisers to exploit the dynamic and synergistic inter-cultural network that they have created, with the help of this symposium, for other purposes (e.g. perhaps a more formal and comprehensive inventory of experiences and resources) in the future.

Mark Dodsworth   25/3/02
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