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Abstract: We must remember the need to create communicative relationships among groups from
different cultures, as well as to reinforce the configuration and organisation of the Spanish school
system. The objective of this article is to highlight the urgent need to recognise cultural, religious and
linguistic diversity as values. Furthermore, Spain has rejected the French assimilationist model, both in
legal and practical spheres, and the only way to integrate this model is by implementing intercultural
models. Following the Convention on the Promotion of the Diversity of Cultural Expression of the
European Union, providing respect and recognition of plurality from intercultural inclusive positions
is primordial in the learning context. We cannot talk about building an intercultural society without
considering democratic practice and citizen participation; to this regard, dialogue and collaboration
between the school community and educational centres are imperative. It is necessary to adopt an
inclusive intercultural policy, to open education centres outside of traditional school hours, to reach
agreements with cultural institutions, etc. Only in this way will an intercultural society become
a reality.
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1. Introduction

It is notable that schools, which are basic educational institutions, are deeply affected by what [1]
named “the outbreak of globalisation and multiculturalism” (p. 90), understanding “globalisation” as
a real material, technological, economic and social revolution promoting contact between countries;
and “multiculturalism” as the coexistence between different cultural groups within a geopolitical
framework with the same state and regional regulations, though without reaching a reciprocal
relationship on equal levels [2].

Indeed, whether we like it or not, globalisation is not only economic (a matter that, naturally,
has an impact on schools), but also cultural, which places – or should place – multiculturalism at the
centre of educational policies, especially those designed for schools. If one of the traditional pillars of
schools has always been to achieve pupils’ socialisation, and to make them participate in a culture
built with the passing of the years in a specific space, then we should ask whether this aim remains
valid in today’s multicultural society and to what extent [3], particularly considering that there are
two risks in multicultural societies: firstly, the rigidity and isolation that result from the fear of others
due to the fear of losing one’s own identity; secondly – and in contrast – if globalisation is seen in
an acritical way, cultural uniformity appears as an overcrowding trend that suppresses diversity.
Therefore, schools have an unavoidable job to do in this area to critically counter these two opposite
possibilities: localism versus global homogenisation.
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As per the above, since the economy and entrepreneurial capacity seemed to be the options around
which educational practice should revolve, the pillar of “Learn to live together” reappeared, becoming
a basic priority [4,5]. In “Learn to live together”, intercultural dialogue refers to the constructive
connection of differences as plural and open constructions of new cultures from what each cultural
group brings to the table. Difference is not seen as a risk, but as a value and an integrating (in the
best sense possible) complex synergy. If we are convinced that differences are positive insofar as
they enrich culture, we will also agree on the fact that the basic educational institution – school –
must “prepare pupils to live and coexist in changing and heterogeneous environments” [6] (p. 145).
Thanks to schools’ power of transformation and their restorative approach [7] through their practice
of mediation among peers and their strategic group teaching methods, these institutions facilitate
interculturality by improving the relational atmosphere, cohabitation, respect, and dialogue.

We must remember to this regard that the need to create communicative relationships among
groups from different cultures arose in some European countries in the 1960s, when there was a
significant arrival of immigrants (although emigration had started shortly after the Second World
War ended). At that time, schools implemented programmes with multicultural contents to focus on
cultural aspects related to food, lifestyles, folklore, clothing, etc. to provide pupils with the chance to
learn more about cultural diversity. Nevertheless, some years later strong opposition arose against this
way of understanding education through multicultural contexts, since it was considered superficial,
and critics warned about creating stereotypes and prejudices towards immigrant cultures. Moreover,
the most criticised element was the fact that those practices left some important aspects out of the
school debate, like racism, social exclusion and power management [8].

It is also important to highlight what [9] showed: that the design and organisation of the
Spanish school system are not highly conducive to developing intercultural education. Therefore,
this author [10,11] believes that, through the experience in Spain over recent years, together with the
knowledge resulting from numerous pieces of research on this matter, some elements that could hinder
interculturality should be considered when intending to develop it at schools. These include the origin
of immigrant families who usually have impoverished economic conditions with little or no schooling
tradition for their children; pupils coming from non-Spanish speaking countries not knowing the host
language (which creates an obstacle, not only at an educational level, but also at the emotional and
social inclusion level); the massive increase of immigrant pupils in state schools, which frequently
means a real “ghettoissation” of such schools; religious conflicts which, even if not very common and
we should not generalise, are a contributing factor towards the radicalisation of positions in the future;
the lack of involvement of immigrant families in schools; the lack of teachers who are specially trained
in interculturality; and above all, the meagre or absent political will to foster interculturality.

In any case, it is important to recognise that, despite the huge number of journals and books
on interculturality, we still might need to apply the Gramscian concept of praxis, to integrate theory
and practice in the same action, or as [12] states, “to show that there is a theory behind intercultural
practice . . . , moving from a period of rhetoric on interculturality to one of action” (p. 5). What is
clear is that words currently prevail over practice in the intercultural context and that, as [13] argued,
schools (and other educational institutions) are becoming incubators of competitive individualism and
individual mobility.

According to [14], with the economic crisis arose another crisis, among other issues: the public
sphere could not control private interests, which acted as if no rules or regulations existed. In such a
context, segregating attitudes and practices abruptly appeared. But schools should not follow such
dynamics: they should not ignore individual tendencies, and they are responsible for acting against
those tendencies in classes and in direct connection with the surrounding community.

2. Intercultural Schools

As a guarantee of freedom, sections 1.1 and 16.1 of the Spanish Constitution recognise the principle
of pluralism – surely referring to political pluralism. However, this concept was subsequently legally
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construed in the broader sense, with multiculturalism being an appropriate framework for personal
and individual development. Along the same lines, article 82 of the Charter of Fundamental Rights
of the European Union recognises cultural, religious and linguistic diversity as values. Furthermore,
Spain has rejected the French assimilationist model, both in legal and practical spheres, and the only
way to integrate in Spain is through intercultural models. Indeed, the importance of the educational
treatment of multiculturalism [15] derives from this legal framework. Hence, from a legal point of
view, cultural diversity is a right, and its development corresponds to public policies in a Welfare State.

The European Union itself [16] following the Convention on the Promotion of the Diversity of
Cultural Expression, defined interculturality as the equal presence and interaction of diverse cultures,
as a real possibility to generate hybrid and shared cultures, as an intercultural dialogue from mutual
respect. The Spanish legal system also recognises it as one of the aims of the education system
(section 2.1.g. of the Organic Act 2/2006 of 3rd May, which deals with educating in respect and
recognition of plurality from intercultural and inclusive positions) [17].

For all of the above, [15] pushes for what he calls democratic constitutional miscegenation,
which comprises both legal and regulatory levels, and the materialisation in specific social policies.
It is called a cultural melting pot within the Spanish constitutional framework, and a permanent lever
for restoring a democratic system.

Although the aim of schools in most Nation States was educating citizens for them to
internationalise national values, and schools assumed that it was necessary to assimilate the dominant
culture to develop a sense of national belonging, this aim is obsolete today in a world where nationalism
and globalisation coexist in global tension.

Nor can schools assume their traditional role as an agent of socialisation. In the past, regulatory
reference frameworks, visions of the world and of one’s own identity were provided by schools,
families and the Church, assuring social cohesion. However, now individuals are isolated in the face
of an increasingly anonymous community. Social insertion seems more an individual rather than a
collective question. It falls to education, then, to create the sense of belonging, to develop the ability to
articulate complex identities with belonging to multiple spheres. In this sense, the role of the school
remains key to developing the plural feeling of belonging, by activating mechanisms that foster the
construction of democratic educational experiences at a community level. Therefore, [18] opts for
schooling that is:

Public, inclusive, democratic, secular, respectful of the diversity and singularity of each
person, that takes into account difference and promotes an equality that is intercultural and
mixed, coeducational, innovative, liberating, solidary and committed to the issues, hopes and
joys of humanity, that feed the dreams of human fulfilment in every single person. (p. 77)

Nevertheless, it is important to bear in mind [19] words, which say that even in times of change,
the inertia of the past and continuity remain a constant within educational systems. This means that
interculturality in schools will not be produced by mere contact between pupils from different cultures,
but that it is also necessary to be clear about the principles that inspire them, to design a coherent
project with those principles, and to develop that project jointly and responsibly at a community level.
As [20] explains, how the school space is organised will be paramount; that educational ecosystem
will rely on the fact that open interactions with others and the inclusion of everyone happen, or the
opposite. Therefore, the starting point for an intercultural project in schools is knowing the action
context, including the educational centre with all its features.

It is also true that the teaching process at school, even if critical, has a limited scope due to the
power of other social instances. However, that does not necessarily mean that we have to put aside
critical attitudes in favour of a social pragmatism that only leads to the exclusion [21] of those who are
“at the bottom” of the social ladder; educational institutions must always be spaces for hope [22] since
the same logic prevails in school organisations as in markets – a neoliberal capitalist logic. In contrast,
this author states that even though schools reproduce the dominant ideology, it is also true that it is
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possible to coordinate resistance spaces from schools. However, doing so would require thinking about
how to “develop a pedagogy that recognises spaces, tensions and possibilities of struggle within the
ordinary working of schools” [23] (p. 174). Therefore, intercultural schools should consider Furman’s
words [24] on the three visions of justice in such educational institutions:

a) Distributive justice: To build a syllabus that is common, intercultural, comprised of relevant
contents and essential lessons accessible to everyone.

b) Cultural justice: To recognise pupils’ social differences, to value these differences positively and
to deal with them according to each pupil’s needs.

c) Associative justice: To establish solid networks of social capital among schools, families and
the community.

The world is heterogeneous and diverse, and education and educational syllabuses must prepare
pupils for this context and identify the possible barriers hindering everyone’s learning and participation
with the maximum democratic guarantees [25]. This implies the selection, preparation and development
of a syllabus that silences no-one [26]; a syllabus that contributes to mutual growth, that avoids
segregating answers focused on the deficit, and that assures equality, quality and social cohesion [20].

It is important to bear in mind that one of the objectives of the intercultural syllabus is that
pupils can progressively acquire the knowledge, attitudes and skills of responsible citizens in a
culturally diverse world [27]. But most current European syllabuses have not been designed from an
intercultural perspective, nor have they overcome their Eurocentric view [28]. This fact currently makes
it obligatory to develop universal and intercultural syllabuses that consider other cultures, which would
benefit everyone and would improve and broaden knowledge, would train better citizens, and would
better prepare pupils for a globalised world [29]. Considering this, an educational centre without an
Intercultural Educational Programme will be a fertile breeding ground for segregating processes and
exclusion dynamics [20]. Nevertheless, in reality it is said that School Education Programmes (PECs in
Spanish) are usually mere bureaucratic documents and declarations of intent, rather than materials for
thinking orientated to classroom practice. This should not be the case, given that developing good
practices will rely on work within the school and its specific context, and on the programme designed
by everyone [26].

Despite criticism, schools remain an extraordinary tool to foster interculturality, the culture of
peace, and to ensure equal opportunities from the perspective of an open, democratic and plural
society [30]. As [31] state, today schools are still an indispensable social agent to educate on values of
participation and social justice and to insist on the idea that the intercultural perspective is, above all,
a way to interact and discuss that does not arise spontaneously, but must be laboriously built,
educated and conquered against stereotypes and prejudices. Hence, intercultural education leads to a
radical renewal of schools.

To summarise, we can talk, write and think about interculturality, but we must always look
to schools to lay the foundations. Teachers and families must be the ones to act as engineers,
building intercultural bridges in multicultural spaces. Intercultural education should be understood
as a necessity rather than a possibility [32], backed up by an ideological approach that supports and
inspires it, based on the Universal Declaration of Human Rights. The evidence provided by research
shows that the intercultural perspective is not permeating educational processes, especially including
but not limited to the educational context [33].

3. Schools with Community Vocation

In October 2013 a meeting of the SIRIUS network (Policy Network on Migrant Education) took
place in Madrid. This name refers to the organisation that analyses the implementation of European
Union policies on European immigration, in order to assess the basic compulsory education of foreign
pupils, and to propose improved alternatives. The analysis carried out recognises, from a legislative
perspective, the right of foreign citizens’ children to receive education in equal conditions as local
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pupils. What generally happens is that, as with other legislation and principles, that right is cut off or
it is just breached, which has two main consequences, in Spain at least [34] (pp. 15–16):

a) Dualisation and ghettoisation of the system: There are large differences between the schooling
of foreign citizens’ children in state and private or semi-private schools; the latter only accepts
the minimum number of pupils established by legislation. Therefore, there are 82.3% of foreign
citizens’ children registered in state schools, 13.7% in semi-private schools, and a mere 4% in
private centres, according to the Spanish Ministry of Education [35].

b) Disarticulation: There are still difficulties for the access and progression of pupils from foreign
origins; few go up the levels and they show high rates of school dropout at A-level (Bachillerato
in Spain), according to [36].

Then, the aforementioned meeting of the SIRIUS network concluded that there are a wide range
of difficulties for implementing intercultural policies due to a lack of resources, problems for network
connections among centres, and insufficient means to follow up registrations, reception and access
from some phases to others by foreign citizen’s children, and the permanence of these pupils in the
education system. Moreover, the ability of the current education system to provide a quality education
for everyone, without discrimination, is called into question. There are insufficient means to foster
educational inclusion, individualised attention and family-school cooperation [34].

Among the alternatives offered by the SIRIUS network, those that refer to the school-environment
relationship are notable. It is recommended to promote community approaches, integrate all social
players in a network to “do together”, and generate new forms of schooling that must be contextualised
for effective inclusion [34]. As also stated by [37] the innovation in terms of foreign pupils’ schooling
has more to do with the school-community relationship than with general policies applied by the
Administration. The Delors Report [38] expressed how important community participation and
commitment with schools are:

When communities become more responsible for their own development, they learn how to
value education’s role, understood both as a means to reach specific social goals and as an
advisable improvement in quality of life. (p. 24)

With regard to centre autonomy, schools should not operate without other social instances, but act
as catalysts in the construction of community social networks that remove them from their traditional
isolation. There are different models that back up the key importance of family and community
participation in educational processes. Among the examples provided by [39] (pp. 46–50), we can pick
out two:

a) School Development Programme (SDP): Developed by professor Comer, from the Child Study
Center of Yale University, it emerged in response to the behavioural problems and poor performance
of Afro-American pupils. The whole community needs to identify with pupils’ education, following
the African proverb: “it takes a whole village to raise a child” (sometimes it reads “it takes the
whole tribe to educate a child”), since it considers as essential the commitment of all members of
the educational community to achieve pupils’ academic success and facilitate their psychological
development. The programme includes a support team for teachers, and a team of relatives that
strengthen community participation by volunteering in schools, becoming involved in the daily life
of the school, giving support in classrooms, preparing reinforcement activities outside the school
timetable, and the like.

b) Communities of Learning: This model is based on the dialogue and participation of the whole
community to build and apply an educational programme that includes the communicative and
instrumental dimensions of learning, and the promotion of positive expectations. It is also based on
an accelerated conception of learning through measures that have proved successful in experiments
(such as interactive groups, authorised libraries and training of relatives). It is equally imperative to
include dialogue with the community, especially in terms of family participation.



Sustainability 2019, 11, 3734 6 of 9

Learning is not only about school, but also about all kinds of resources – either school and family,
municipal and community - available for pupils. Pupils’ performance is influenced by and related to
multiple circumstances and indicators, such as the socio-economic and cultural context, and families’
status [40,41]. Therefore, in light of the studies mentioned above, if we want immigrant citizens’
children to be able to succeed in school, it will be necessary to, in addition to school, implement
mechanisms to strengthen social protection, to support families and to connect school education with
out-of-school community education.

Indeed, some research on inclusive work with the immigrant population carried out at 31
educational centres in Andalusia [42], with the aim of understanding the situation in order to boost
and improve the relationships between schools and communities in contexts of cultural diversity
(among others), concluded that communicating with families about the programmes carried out at the
centre decisively optimises the centre-family relationship, and that relying on families and involving
them in activities at the centre helps to erase prejudices and stereotypes.

The relationship between the educational centre and pupils’ families will incentivise the
socialisation of pupils and families, for which it will be necessary to count on social mediators
between educational centres and communities. According to some authors [43,44], today, as almost
never before, schools find themselves at the crossroads of meeting the educational-training needs
of pupils or of dealing with primary socialisation in a world that is becoming increasingly plural,
heterogeneous and interconnected. It is evident that, whether at a crossroads or not, schools cannot
dismiss both principles. However, it is also true that educational institutions seem unable to work
without the indispensable support and contribution of families, given that they play an essential role
in the integral education of minors due to the values that they transmit, the atmosphere they create,
the affective relationships, etc., which have a strong impact by complementing or rejecting school work.

To this effect, a new term was coined to try to define the joint work between families and teachers:
partnership. The overarching aim is to foster the bonds of union and cooperation between schools and
families for the mutual benefit of both social institutions, and to increase pupils’ educational quality
through eight basic elements [45,46]: shared leadership, teamwork, action plans, the implementation
of plans, financing, support from different contexts, assessment and permanent contact networks.
Those centres that have operated from this perspective have registered better pupil performance,
lower school absenteeism, better pupil behaviour at the centre and at home, and improved learning skills.

Furthermore, the educational community must fully understand the meanings and implications
of the type of education to be implemented; and teachers, families and institutions must jointly prepare
the school educational programme, as well as the processes and strategies to be activated to achieve
those purposes [10,11]. In the analysis by [47] on families’ participation in education centres, the author
expressed that families prioritise what they perceive as “most profitable”, what will have more direct
and immediate repercussions for their children. It is important that families are convinced about the
fact that teaching is a vital project for everyone, which requires everyone’s commitment, including
schools, but it is a mistake to think that this project ends with schools.

The connection, the collaborative work between the school and its environment is an indicator of
the fostering of interculturalism, since this is a project that goes beyond the school walls, an interaction
between the formal, the non-formal and the informal; hence, it is paramount to establish collaborative
dynamics and joint actions among all the social and educational stakeholders [5]. In order to achieve such
a goal, teachers must be trained in contextually framed intercultural education. Teachers themselves
are asking for this, according to a study carried out by [48].

We cannot talk about building an intercultural society without considering democratic practice
and citizen participation; to this regard, dialogue and collaboration between the school community and
educational centres is imperative [28]. It is necessary to adopt an inclusive intercultural policy, to open
education centres outside of traditional school hours, to reach agreements with cultural institutions,
etc. Only this way will an intercultural society become reality [20]. As [49] argued, education is
meaningful if it serves community development, because educational processes are conditioned by
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and are significant for economic, social, political and cultural structures in the context in which they
develop. Every community has theoretical and practical knowledge of itself shared by its members
thanks to dialogue and consensus [50,51]; and this knowledge makes it possible to establish processes
of local improvement and development in the school community and its particular context. It is
important to know how institutions are organised, given that the possibility of producing inclusive
interactions relies on it [52].

Considering all of the above, the need to cultivate a public intelligence aimed at placing value on
the public sphere as a cultural and political space for participation is compatible with [53] Schools
haven forgotten minority cultures, what some authors [54,55] have called the funds of knowledge of
minority cultural groups, traditional knowledge and skills historically accumulated and culturally
developed by each social group, which are indispensable as the basis for building new knowledge.
A community is created through individuals, and then the capacity of generating dynamic identities,
since identity and otherness are linked concepts aligned with the creation of networks and, by extension,
with communities of learning [56] that are but a group of projects for the improvement of schools and
their environments. Education centres must foster community development projects [57] with the
active involvement of educational agents [58], to promote local development that facilitates pupils’
inclusion and increases the quality of the education system, the institutions and the organisations
found in the intervention context; that is to say, open the school up to the outside.
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