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Abstract

This paper proposes rethinking intercultural education in teacher education, arguing that any
discussion of student teachers’ intercultural education should be connected more explicitly to a
theoretical conceptualisation of love. The first part of the paper focuses on identifying
discursive boundaries in engaging with intercultural education in teacher education. It is
established that if we are to develop intercultural education, we need consciously to move away
from some discourses in teacher education, namely instrumentalism, performance-orientation,
emotionlessness and seeing the relationship between teacher and learner as static. The second
half of the paper develops a theoretical alternative by engaging with the concept of love as a
basis for intercultural education in pursuing an alternative to the instrumentalist, performance-

based, non-emotional fixed-relationship ethos of intercultural education in teacher education.
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Introduction

In the past year, in many international contexts, questions about intercultural education have
become more relevant than ever. As continents, nations, groups and individuals formulate their
reactions to increasing immigration from south to north, intercultural educators must ask: What
does this development ask of us? How can our work best respond to the harmful conflicts
emerging? This paper is a part of a special issue focusing on how we can adapt intercultural
education to respond to contemporary forms of injustice. This paper focuses on intercultural

education in teacher education.

I will argue that the manner in which intercultural education is currently framed in teacher
education does not adequately respond to the needs of society, moreover, | will argue that is has
never responded to such needs. Such an argument finds support in well-known existing literature
that reveals that despite possible short-term positive impacts, intercultural education in teacher
education programmes demonstrates a lack of translation to school practices (e.g. Cochran-Smith
and Zeichner 2005, 21-22; Mills and Ballantyne 2010). The lack of transition has often been
explained in terms of a mismatch between theory and public opinion (Martin 2010), in terms of
the predispositions of student teachers (Gay 2010; Lortie 1975; Mills and Ballantyne 2010) and in
terms of student teachers’ beliefs about their own colour-blindness and neutral racial positions
(Bell 2002; Leach 2011). In addition, it has been noted that the programmes themselves often
highlight and address celebratory rather than critical approaches to diversity, employing “add-on”
or piecemeal approaches (Mills and Ballantyne 2010; Schoorman and Bogotch 2010a; Schoorman
and Bogotch 2010b). As an ongoing response to the identified lack of translation to practice,
researchers and practitioners are inventing new means to reach the goals of intercultural education
more efficiently, listing the goals of intercultural education on an individual and a school level
(see for example Banks 2002; Leonard and Leonard 2006; Milner 2010), developing models of
teaching and learning intercultural education (Baskerville 2011; Garmon 2004; Laughter 2011,

Martin 2010; Phillion and Ming 2004; Scoffham and Barnes 2009), and discussing preservice and
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in-service teachers’ perceptions of it (see for example Alviar-Martin and Ho 2011; Kaplan, Abu-
Sa'ad and Yonah 2001).

Such literature provides intercultural educators with a growing body of new knowledge, methods
and understanding. However, there is also a challenge in that in the literature the goals of
intercultural education are commonly (but not always) presented as “a priori” — something that can
be predetermined, top-down, on students, and measured and evaluated — and not as something that
should be agreed in dialogue with the students. There is a risk that such a top-down presentation
of goals has turned intercultural education away from its greatest strength of re-imagining the
possibilities of social justice. We should not see intercultural education as a forum for transmitting
intercultural knowledge and competences, and for measuring the effects of such transmissions, but
as a forum in which we can imagine new possibilities for social justice. A forum for engaging with
the emerging issues of each historical moment, such as the growing wealth inequality around the
world, crises involving refugees, growing Islamophobia, anti-immigrant sentiment should be a

forum not for telling but for listening, re-imagining and re-inventing.

The goal of intercultural education can be simply defined as “facilitat[ing] conscientisation among
teachers that would inspire efforts towards changing (rather than preserving) the status quo”
(Schoorman and Bogotch 2010, 1042). Rather than a body of knowledge to be transmitted, it
should be seen as a “poetic experiencing of contradictions in order to invent new modes of
subjectivity for both teacher and student” (Wang 2005, 59). Thus, intercultural education is
something that is impossible to teach as such (Wang 2005, 59), but rather students must learn to
understand the processes through which they are made subject, so that they “are better positioned
to resist particular forms of subjectivity, and thereby actively choose to think and do things
differently” (see also Davies and Banks 1995, 46). This means that students of intercultural
education are asked to enter the “zone of discomfort” (Zembylas 2010) (which is a challenging yet
positive state), and engage with what Britzman (1998) calls “difficult knowledge”, which refers to
the kinds of knowledge that require us to rethink the world, ourselves and others in it. For example,
for mainstream students, difficult knowledge may constitute knowledge of power and privilege.
Difficult knowledge asks students to overcome biases, and biases cannot be overcome by external
imposition. Thus, intercultural education asks students to engage in a process of “self-shattering”
(Pinar 2004), and to rethink not only the world around them but also themselves in the world.

Therefore, intercultural education is, at times, discomforting and painful. Teacher education, as an
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ideological and discursive structure, does not usually provide spaces for working with this
discomfort.

This paper is divided into two parts. The first part focuses on establishing intercultural education
as representative of the kind of learning that does not easily fit into the existing discursive
structures of teacher education (see also Lanas 2014), and on analysing teacher education as a
discursive context for intercultural education. It will be established that if we are to develop
intercultural education for teachers, we need to consciously move away from top-down approaches
and some discourses in teacher education, namely instrumentalism, performance-orientation,
emotionlessness and seeing the relationship between teacher and learner as static. These fail to

produce new subjectivities and new possibilities for social justice.

The second half of the paper will develop a theoretical alternative, attempting to bring love into
intercultural education. The theories and discourses with which we frame our teaching either
enable or shut off different outcomes. Theorising matters, as “Not only do people produce theory,
but theory produces people...different theories of the subject make possible different lives” (St
Pierre 2001, 142). Since intercultural education is painful, we should engage with it through
promoting connections such as intimacy, kindness and compassion (Wang 2005, 54; Zembylas
2007). “While we can never be certain about the whole truth or ultimate ends, we can make sure
that the actual means we use to contribute to social justice are as moral, nonviolent and loving as
possible” (Chabot 2008, 817). Therefore, the second half of the paper will engage with the concept
of love as a basis for intercultural education, in the hope of providing an alternative to the existing

ethos in intercultural education in teacher education.

In developing a loving intercultural education, | draw on Lanas and Zembylas (2014) and Chabot
(2008), who view love as a rigorous, transformative and revolutionary force. Whereas love is
commonly seen and treated as a soft, wishful and romanticised ideal — with such treatment usually
utterly lacking in theoretical rigour — this is not my approach. The approach to love provided in
this paper is not based on wishful or romanticised ideas of intercultural education, but rather on

the social reality that the means we use are part and parcel of what is being produced.

The grounding argument of the paper is twofold: 1) We cannot discuss intercultural education

without attending to the discursive context in which intercultural education takes place. 2) If we
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are to contribute to a loving society, we must purposefully develop rigorously loving responses in
and through intercultural education.

Teacher education presents discursive challenges to intercultural education

Teacher education incorporates powerful discursive practices with which students have socialised,
and that impact the manner in which students approach new theories and new knowledge during
their education. These existing discursive practices are likely to dominate the perceptual awareness
of student teachers, which has implications for what they might learn, what they might become
and what they might expect of others (Sumara, Davis and Iftody 2008, 170). Four prevalent
discourses are especially troublesome for intercultural education that aims, as described above, to
inspire efforts to change the status quo, to invent new modes of subjectivity for both teacher and
student and to imagine new possibilities for social justice. These four discourses are so familiar to
us that they seem common sense, but they are discourses like any other discourses, and should be
thought of as such. These are instrumentalist ethos, performance orientation, lack of focus on
emotions and the predefined relationship between the teacher and the learner. | will present each

below.

Instrumentalist ethos

There is an ongoing instrumentalist ethos in teacher education that stresses questions of “proper”
preparation, immediate use and apparent relevance (Phelan et al. 2006; Phelan 2011). Teacher
education with instrumentalist ethos lacks the everyday spaces to produce new knowledge. Segall
(2008, 17) calls this the challenge of “reading without writing”, and explains that student teachers
do not tend to think of themselves as theorists or theoretical reflectors, but rather as practitioners
who are merely required to implement theories generated by others. Student teachers accustomed
to the instrumentalist discourse imagine they will learn what truths to teach and how to teach those
truths (Phelan 2011; Taguchi 2007, 278-279). Consequently, student teachers often feel that they
have not learned anything if they are unable to apply their “learnings” directly. The instrumentalist
focus also directs teachers and researchers to attempt to “solve the problem” of unsuccessful
intercultural education by inventing new formulas or models to transmit knowledge. Intercultural

topics, on the other hand, tend essentially to have no clear-cut answers and easy applications.
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Reflecting on intercultural topics requires retaining complexities, accepting multi-vocality,
openness and the questioning of fixed truths. As discussed above, intercultural education in teacher
education is not simply a forum for teaching the skills needed to re-imagine new possibilities for
social justice, but a forum where that re-imagination can occur, and where both teacher educators
and student teachers encounter multiple others, engage in difficult knowledge and explore the zone
of discomfort to re-imagine the world in which they live. If both educators and students expect the
answers to be readily “out there” to be found, transmitted, learned and applied, intercultural
education will serve to uphold the status quo, “producing and sustaining predictable, stable and
normative identities and curricula” (Phelan 2011, 214), and not inventing new subjectivities or
imagining new possibilities for social justice. This is only achievable by engaging in a dialogue

that is not limited by predetermined instrumentalist goals.

Performance orientation

Teacher education is often performance oriented. In many international contexts, the school
performance of both students and teachers is measured, and education is thus based on the idea
that both (more or less) must aim to perform their role as well as possible. Depending on the variety
of means of measurement used, students and teachers learn what is expected of them in their role.
At worst, students learn to perform learning, and teachers teaching, without the actual pursuit of
learning or teaching (see also Zeichner 2010), or to perform reflectivity rather than reflecting
(Atkinson 2012). In a performance-oriented discursive context, “professionalism” becomes
characterised as something assessable from the outside, something that is acquired, measurable
and inherently prepared. A teacher may feel pressure to exhibit professionalism by performing
preparedness, and a teacher who feels unprepared in a situation may question his or her own
professionalism. In such a situation, a teacher may prefer to actively negate and refuse new
knowledge; they will break the theory before it has a chance to break the learner (see also Britzman
2003, 86; Segall 2008, 18). On the other hand, intercultural education that aims to invent new

modes of subjectivity and to imagine new possibilities for social justice is never “ready”.

For intercultural education, the idea of professionalism as something “ready”, combined with the
instrumentalist belief in pre-existing solutions that simply need to be “found”, creates a challenge.
Any teacher’s multicultural “competence” is fundamentally something that can never be “ready”

and fixed, but requires reflexivity, relearning and dialogical re-seeking with each new other.
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Professionalism is characterised as being engaged in a continuous process of becoming, as
essentially unfinished. Such authentic dialogical seeking can only occur if one does not consider
one’s professionalism as already “finished”, but constantly open to new imaginings of social
reality. If we perceive intercultural education simply as “successful” or “unsuccessful” based on
the empirically testable outcomes in teachers, students or schools, and if we see intercultural
knowledge as knowledge some have and others lack, intercultural education turns away from its
greatest strengths, namely the beauty, painfulness and potential of re-imagining the world and
ourselves in it. In intercultural education, the shared search process itself is the only possible

“solution”.

Lack of focus on emotions

Knowledge tends to be perceived as emotion-free and essentially painless. There are no structures
in place in education to recognise, accept and work with difficult emotions or to accept the
painfulness of learning. In general, experiencing pain in connection with learning is experienced
as unjustified (Wang 2008, 12), causes a sense of alarm and may be interpreted as a signal that
something is wrong. Consequently, expressing negative emotions tends to be seen as inappropriate
in education (Lanas 2011; Lanas and Corbett 2011). Overall, emotions are often seen as separate
from rationality and our intentional selves, as forces that influence us from the outside (Zembylas
and Fendler 2007) and things that should be “managed” away.

Intercultural education, on the other hand, constitutes a process in which all kinds of emotions are
essential and must be addressed openly. As an increasing amount of researchers and theorists of
emotion suggest, emotions are bound inherently with productive power and societal issues.
Although we commonly experience our emotions as personal, private and partly what make us
“us”, those very emotions are also socially constructed and shared (Ahmed 2004a, 2004b; Game
1997; Gray 2008). Emotions work to link our personal selves to broader societal issues (Zembylas
2007c). They are products of previous experiences, influenced by social, historical and cultural
contexts, and, much like habitus (Bourdieu 1984), embody history as being internalised as a
“second nature” and thereby forgotten as history (Zembylas 2007b). Therefore, emotions reflect
societal power relations and are also significant in the actual formation and maintenance of social
identities and collective behaviour (Zembylas 2007b). This means that difficult emotions occurring

in intercultural education do not “reside within” students, but within a broader societal context.
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Therefore, rather than for example painting a simple negative or positive image of students’
emotional responses to intercultural issues, we should examine how emotions relate to intersecting
discourses and inform actions when negotiating the presence of the other and one’s sense of
belonging (Zembylas 2012). The deconstruction of emotional rules —specifically, who is allowed

to perform what emotions — is central when engaging with difficult topics.

Predefined relationship between teacher and learner

In education, teachers and students are commonly placed in fixed roles in which their possible
subjectivities are limited, and deviations from these roles may bring the entire relationship into
question. These roles may vary somewhat in different contexts, but they are quite commonly
characterised by the idea that competence or knowledge is something the teacher has and the
student lacks, and by the assumption that the teacher does the teaching and the student the learning.
Consequently, learning is seen as a process that occurs within students, not within the teacher, and
the teacher is commonly portrayed as a spectator (facilitator, supporter, observer, evaluator) in the
process. When the educational relationship is viewed in this way, the roles of “teacher” and
“learner” comprise a power relationship that allows teachers to withdraw to power positions at a
painful moment (Keith 2010). Teachers may do so because it provides a comfortable escape route
from difficult emotions, or because they may feel the emotional rules obligate them to appear in
control in their role, and they may not feel they have the right to experience difficult emotions
(Keith 2010). In intercultural education, in turn, teachers and students should be able to step out
of their comfort zones into an uncertain, intersubjective space vibrant with new possibilities (Wang
2005, 56)

When we ask students to think and engage in a “self-shattering” process, the teacher educator’s
own sense of self should not be privileged (Wang 2005), and this is not pedagogically sensible or
ethically sustainable. In addition, many who have taught intercultural education know from
experience that when a student teacher engages with difficult knowledge, the teacher-educator
enters a zone of discomfort. In these situations, if teacher and learner subjectivities are fixed and
static, only the self of a learner is in play, while the teacher’s self may be hidden behind the
protective walls of professionalism. Wang (2005) notes that such a position is untenable, and asks
a key question: How can unsettling students’ identities not be accompanied by a questioning of

teacher educators’ own socially, politically and culturally situated selves? Such a position is also
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unfruitful. Accepting the fractures in the roles of teacher and learner is a crucial requirement for
the emotional process of engaging with difficult knowledge together. Opening up the categorical
separation between teachers enables educators to explore the zone of discomfort with students.
The topics discussed in intercultural education classes are the kind in which the teacher educator’s
self is also at play, even if it is concealed behind the wall of professionalism. For example, Keith
(2010) describes the painful experience of being grouped with “the white oppressor” by a student.
The willingness on a teacher’s part to be influenced by communal inquiry is required for a
democratic process in which the voices of students are heard without being judged, even when
those voices bring the teacher anger, frustration and anxiety (Wang 2008, 15). At best, such
situations become instances in which teachers and students call upon each other to move beyond

the familiar toward new landscapes of subjectivity (Wang 2005, 54).

To conclude, theory is a means for thinking in, with and about one’s practice as a teacher. The
prevalent discourses in teacher education — instrumentalist ethos, focus on performance, lack of
awareness of emotions and the predefined relationship between teacher and learner — also work to
produce instrumentalist, non-emotional, performance-based responses with a static perception of
relationships. If we wish to change these responses in intercultural education, we must begin by
changing the discursive paradigm of intercultural education in teacher education. If we are to
develop genuinely new practices in education, we need to think about practice in terms of new

theory.

Engaging with love in intercultural education

I suggest moving intercultural education from a performative-instrumentalist realm of acquiring
competences to a realm of love that allows for developing new ethical responses in practice. Love,
as Lanas and Zembylas (2014) argue, entails six perspectives: love as an emotion, love as choice,

love as response, love as relational, love as political and love as praxis.

First, love is an emotion. Love, like any emotion, is not just “there”, but it is embodied and
performative (Ahmed 2004; Thien 2005; Zembylas 2007b). In other words, love does not simply
“exist”; it is brought into existence by “doing” it. Although love is an emotion, it is not necessarily
a feeling; this is to say that it does not always feel nice and cosy, and affection is not necessary for

active love (Hinsdale 2012, 43). As an emotion, love is also not “pure”, as it is not clean of other
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emotions nor is it purely ethical. Engaging with love in intercultural education entails vulnerability
and a risk; if I invest my Self, if I respond in loving ways to the other and if the other does not
respond in a loving way, | hurt. Thus, love, as an educational response, is not a safe haven, the
choosing of which would alleviate discomfort. Rather, it is a way to respond to such discomfort.
Responding with love does not mean repressing other emotional responses to alienation like fear,
shame, anger, hatred or despair (Liston 2000), but when we choose to love, we choose to move
against fear, alienation and separation (Hooks 2000, 93). Commitment to love as an educator
requires courage and commitment in the face of inevitable feelings of hatred, anger, fear and
despair (Chabot 2008, 813).

Second, love is a choice we make voluntarily; it is not something that is handed to us from the
outside, nor is it something that exists inherently inside us. Instead, it is an attitude that we
willingly cultivate toward others (Oliver 2001). Even when we choose to love, it is a decision that
must be constantly reaffirmed (Oliver 2001, 220-21). Love is not something we choose
permanently, but something that requires re-choosing every time we direct a response to the

surroundings. It is constituted moment to moment by the responses we choose to give.

Third, love is a response. Here, a loving response is not understood as an abstract and ahistorical
metaphor pursuing a false connection, but instead the ethical agency motivates a move toward
others (Hinsdale 2012, 39; Oliver 2001). Seeing love as a response to others links it to the relational
perspective of Self. We “come into being” as subjects each moment as we respond to the world.
This means that our selves are connected profoundly to, rather than separated from, one another.
Our “own subjectivity depends on how we respond to others” (Hinsdale 2012, 38). We do not
choose whether we respond or not (even inaction and silence constitutes a response), but we do
have a choice in how we respond (Lanas 2011). In choosing how to respond to others, we are
choosing who we are in any moment (Hinsdale 2012, 42), and we limit and open up possible
subjectivities for those others. We have an ethical responsibility to respond in ways that open up
rather than close off the possibilities of response for others (Oliver 2001, 18). If we, as teachers of
intercultural education, accept and act upon the responsibility for our responses that play a part in
the “coming into being” of others, then we are giving loving responses. Acknowledging this ethical

responsibility constitutes a loving response.

Fourth, love is essentially relational (Berlant 2011, 684; Irigaray and Martin 1996; Jackson 1993;

Morrison, Johnston and Longhurst 2012, 10; Sedwick 1999). It is neither a subjective experience

10
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nor a personal ambition, but a “loving dialogue and relationships with other people, other
communities, other parts of the world and other living creatures” (Chabot 2008, 820). Love as
relational means it is not something that can be treated as given, essential and buried deep within
us, but “manifests differently in different spaces and places” (Morrison et al. 2012, 8). Chabot
(2008, 809) distinguishes five types of human relationships, only one of which entails love: (1)
self against others (competition), (2) self without others (isolation), (3) self for others (charity), (4)
self with others (coordination) and finally (5) self with self (love). Love, as a self-self relationship,
entails a choice to connect, to find a Self in the other (Hooks 2000, 93). At least three facets seem
necessary for loving connections, according to Liston (2000): a diminished sense of self, an
attentive gaze toward the situation and the other and a presumption that “good” exists and is the

object of love. This means non-sovereignty, transcending the Self.

Fifth, love is political, influenced by social, historical and cultural contexts (Zembylas 2007),
significant in the formation and maintenance of political and social identities, and in collective
behaviour. Love, argues Ahmed (2004), moves us “towards” something and bonds people
together. In the same manner, if love is seen as an attachment to one’s own kind, it may lead to
hatred for others; thereby, it is crucial to acknowledge love as political while still striving toward
a conceptualisation that is not immediately associated with attachment and to the forming of an
“us”. A politics of love entails the possibility of love as a site for collective becoming (Berlant and
Hardt 2011).

Finally, love is praxis; love is as love does. It is both an intention and an action (Hooks 2000, 4—
5; Nash 2013; Oliver 2001). While we cannot reduce love to any specific acts, Chabot (2008, 813)
names some of the acts that characterise love, such as voluntary acts of care, responsibility, respect
and knowledge. In addition, loving acts are characterised by the will to give. Giving is a productive
act that enhances the joy, insight and ability of the giver and the receiver (Chabot 2008, 812). The
relational nature of love means that what constitutes “loving acts” depends on the other and the

context.

Engaging with love in intercultural education changes how we approach teaching and learning. In
loving responses, whether we like it or not, we are all learners and each other’s teachers (Lanas
2014). In contrast, within the performance-instrumentalist realm, intercultural knowledge is
perceived as something a teacher has and students lack (and that should be transmitted to the

students through teaching). In the realm of love, teacher educators and student teachers no longer

11



Lanas (2017) An argument for love in intercultural education in teacher education

have fixed roles that carry different ethical obligations, and an educator is no longer automatically
inscribed as “more interculturally aware”. Our loving responses are not determined according to
some external criteria, but they “come into being” in the relationship in question. This means that
as a teacher-educator, 1 am only as loving as | am in my relationship with my various students,
who are also my teachers. Similarly, in their future occupation, my students are only as loving as
they are in their relationships with their various pupils, who are also their teachers. Love comes to
be redefined and reassessed in each relationship, and striving for love forces us to listen to the
other more carefully while considering a question: “How can | be more loving in my relationship

with this particular other?”

In addition, placing an emphasis on love invites us to ask less instrumental questions, such as
“How can one engage with painful knowledge without inducing further pain?” and “How may one
recognise in education historical, societal or global violence without the learning experience
reflecting this violence?” While intercultural education may be essentially painful, a focus on love

emphasises that it need not be experienced as violent.

Implications for intercultural education

In this paper, | have argued that as a discursive context, teacher education fundamentally
contradicts the goals of intercultural education, and if we are to develop intercultural education
that could be claimed to be “successful”, we should engage in a critical reflection of teacher
education, assess how loving our approaches are - and also redefine what we mean by success or
effective

Intercultural education in teacher education might benefit from shifting attention from outcomes
“out there” in field schools to the processes that take place “in here” in teacher education, and
seeing these processes as outcomes in themselves. Instead of asking how to change the responses
“out there”, we could ask: how are we re-imagining loving responses “in here”? To explain, if we
locate the goals of teacher education “out there” in the field schools, and if, in the field schools,
they accordingly locate their goals “out there” in the “real lives” and futures of the students, we
find ourselves in an ever-spiralling cycle of education in which the goals are always somewhere
else, inherently unreachable. Intercultural education might be seen as responding, with love, in the

moment and creating spaces for new such responses.

12
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No matter how idealist it sounds, we can best teach love by learning together to be loving in our
responses to the other — both the other within us and the one facing us. With each new learner and
new difficult emotion, we must re-learn what love means. Intercultural education consists of the
relentless and constant efforts to open up safe spaces for students’ responses and to respond in a
range of circumstances to the various frightened, frightening, angry, provoking, passive and
excited students in thoughtful ways that open up new subjectivities and new previously
unimaginable pathways for thinking and acting. When engaging with difficult issues associated
with love, educators must tolerate their own discomfort and the discomfort of others. The task of
the teacher when teaching discomforting topics might then be characterised as situationally
figuring out how to assist the process of ‘becoming’ at the face of discomfort, so to relieve the
violence of the experience. There is nothing soft or romantic about it; instead, it is rigorous

reflexive work that requires professional care and expertise.

If we wish to bring love into the historical moment in which we live, students and educators must
be asked to implicate their own teaching with new theory, to examine the theories they already
hold and to re-theorise their teaching and their practicum environments (Klein 2012; Segall 2008;
Taguchi 2007). As teacher educators and as intercultural educators, we must ask ourselves: “Do
my approaches build on love or on violence?” “Do my goals contribute to re-imagining the world
or to upholding the existing one?”’ I argue that any pedagogy or any education pursuing to add love

must be based on love.

Love, like any theory, is at its worst seen as a catechism, a set of repeatable moral precepts, a mode
of preventing thought (drawing on Barcan 2003, 351-52). At best, the theory of love is the
provoker of questions, the opener of minds, and provides nuanced and insightful ways of
understanding the world. Thinking in terms of love provides teacher educators and researchers of
teacher education with alternatives for the instrumentalist and performative pressures. We can do
little to diminish these pressures and, indeed, this paper does not suggest that diminishing them
should be the goal. On the contrary, it suggests that as part of intercultural education we should
acknowledge the occasional mismatch between intercultural education and the performative,
instrumentalist pressures influencing teacher education, and we should respond to them and amidst

them in our everyday practice in loving ways.
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In the current global and societal climates, it seems loving responses are rare, and intercultural
education in teacher education does little to change this. Love is like a muscle in need of training.

Loving responses do not just “happen”, but instead must be taught and learned.
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