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of self”, with whose help “political goals can be realized in a considerably more
‘effective’ way via individual ‘self-realizations’®* (ibid.: 30) than through explicit-
legal limitations of individual freedom.

All in all, this broad understanding of social, cultural and political
performativities provides a suitable bracket for conceptually underpinning the
chapters in this volume and emphasizing their coherence despite the considerable
variety of subject matters addressed in the individual case studies: chapter 5
examines technologies of self; chapter 3 deals with technologies of government;
in addition, a further chapter (4) is concerned with apparatuses that are marked
by interstices, fuzzy zones and blurrings of these effects. In this way the ongoing
constitutive processes of identity construction — attributions (identification by/of)
and appropriations (identification with) — can be presented with a clearer structure
in terms of concepts and empirics in their dialectic with spatial constructions in
border spaces.

2.4 METHODOLOGY AND SITUATIVE INTERDISCIPLINARITY
Christian Wille

The investigation of constructions of space and identity in this volume focuses on
social practices and on specific sub-aspects linked to them (e.g. bodies, artefacts,
spatial networks of relationships, logics of power, attributions of signification
with their specific differentiations and situatedness). If we take practices as the
point of departure of our considerations, this raises the question of how these
can be investigated in terms of research practice. In this context, Reckwitz (2008:
195) points out that the presence of the researchers in situ is only possible to a
limited extent. Even though current practices are directly accessible via the present
and perceivable materiality of bodies and artefacts, interpretations of meaning
through visual and auditive perception remain concealed. These need to be
deduced indirectly, “i.e. one has to draw conclusions about the implied schemata
from explicit statements, actions, ways of dealing with things etc.”®® (ibid.: 196).
Here, the qualitative interview seems to be a suitable method for revealing verbally
formulated interpretations of meaning. In the case of past practices the issue of
direct access to practices becomes more acute: the materiality of the bodies and

64 | Personal translation of: [die] “Ersetzung des Politischen durch das Persénliche” [pla-
diert, sondern fiir] “eine andere Form von Politik und den Entwurf neuer Selbsttechnolo-
gien”, [mit Hilfe derer] “politische Ziele [sich] wesentlich ‘Okonomischer’ mittels individu-
eller ‘Selbstverwirklichung’ realisieren lassen.”

65 | Personal translation of: “[...] das heiRt, aus expliziten AuBerungen, Handlungen,
Umgangsweisen mit Dingen usw. muss auf die impliziten Schemata riickgeschlossen
werden.”
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artefacts involved in the practices is not open to direct scrutiny, even though it
is possible to make observations via media (e.g. film, photography). Here too,
interpretations of meaning can only be identified indirectly (e.g. via interviews
of contemporary witnesses). Textanalytical processes in particular can be useful
here, if for instance written descriptions of practices or ego documents (e.g. letters,
diaries) are examined for the subjectifications and subjectivations ‘contained in
them’.

The above considerations are intended to sensitize us to the fact that the
investigation of spatial and identity constructions — which are always only
temporary results of practices — almost unavoidably depends on working with data
about the practices and their sub-aspects. This is also true for the case studies
in this volume, although we do not differentiate here between present and past
practices, but rather between three key methodological approaches that allow us to
reconstruct the practices of institutions, media and everyday life together with the
constructions of space and identity contained in them.

These firstly concern textanalytical processes for examining (non)standard
written cultural manifestations (e.g. exhibition catalogues, films, advertisements,
virtual environments, gravestones, newspaper articles etc.). They include further
approaches from content and discourse analysis as well as semiotics and will be
discussed specifically in the corresponding case studies.

Secondly they involve a quantative survey and a series of qualitative interviews
with persons in Luxembourg and its adjoining regions. A special feature of this
second methodological approach is the cross-border character of the surveys in
Luxembourg, Germany, France and Belgium, and the authors’ interdisciplinary
modus operandi in developing the survey tools and conducting the survey as such.
The forms of survey with a more social-scientific approach were used in different
ways in the case studies — depending on the epistemic interest — and the collected
data were partly combined with each other. This permitted to bring together
various aspects of a particular phenomenon and thus expand and complete the
perspective on the subject matter under scrutiny.

Besides the techniques of collecting data mentioned above, we will, thirdly,
take a closer look — as an auto-reflexive method - at the way the contributors to this
volume collaborated. Representing different disciplines of the humanities, they
met regularly over a period of three years, shared and discussed their insights and
thoughts with the aim of looking beyond the limits of their own discipline and,
guided by their subject, setting foot on terrain ‘alien’ to their field (see chapter
1). One of the concerns of this research context was therefore the collaboration
between scholars of different disciplines, which in general is subsumed under
the term of interdisciplinarity. This term is itself, however, rarely the subject
of reflection, and interdisciplinary research is often regarded as a repository
for researchers who were “not quite able to gain a foothold”*® elsewhere (LofHer

66 | Personal translation of: “[...] nicht recht Fuf fassen konnten.”
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2010: 158). This was the reason for a number of authors to take a critical look at
‘interdisciplinarity’ and develop the concept of ‘situative interdisciplinarity’ as a
common guideline for their collaboration.

In the following we will comment on some research-practical aspects of
the quantitative survey and the series of qualitative interviews as well as the
corresponding samples, and discuss how we handled the cross-disciplinary
collaboration in the making of this volume.

2.4.1 Quantitative Survey

One of the major sources of data for the case studies of this volume is the quantitative
representative survey. A total of 3,300 people were interviewed in the sovereign
nation state of Luxembourg, in the bordering areas of the federal states of Saarland
and Rhineland-Palatinate (Germany), and the regions of Lorraine (France) and
Wallonia (Belgium). Considering the issues investigated in this volume, we for the
most part interviewed people living in the border region in relative proximity to a
national border. The aim was to collect data about various practices and evaluate
these under the aspect of the construction of space and identity in the context of the
border. The questionnaire used for this and developed by the various disciplines
is subdivided in a number of subjects®” that were operationalized with the help
of semi-open and closed-ended questions. Due to Luxembourg’s multilingualism
and the different languages spoken in the neighbouring regions (see section 5.9)
it was necessary to translate the questionnaire (as well as the interview guideline
of the qualitative survey) into Luxembourgish, German, French and English.
However, a correlation of the survey results was only possible if the meanings of
the subjects discussed and key terms matched in the multlingual survey tools.
This refers to the socio-cultural spectrum of lexical elements’ meaning which,
in the translation of survey tools, raises the question whether and in how far the
target language possesses an equivalent phrasing that precludes semantic shifts.
An equivalence test can be performed via re-translation, but also via discursive
procedures where the specific translations are critically discussed with persons
sensitive to equivalences. Since a number of authors participating in this volume
are bilingual, we applied the discursive procedure for testing the equivalence of
the survey tools.

67 | These include: socio-demographic information, leisure time and contacts, shopping,
household, political life, communication and language, Greater Region and mobility, men
and women. The questionnaire is listed in the data collection of the quantitative survey and
can be accessed at the library of the University of Luxembourg.
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Total
N SZ:; lein Sample of Respondents in

o P Border Area in %
%

Respondents in

Luxembourg 1,021 30.9

Respondents in

Border Area 2,279 | . 100

Saarland 314 95 13.8

Lorraine 867 26.3 38

Rhineland-

Palatinate 581 17.6 25.5

Wallonia 517 15.7 22.7

Total 3,300 | 100

Table 1: Sample of the quantitative survey (overview) (University of Luxembourg,
IDENT2 2012/2013)

The collection of the samples in Luxembourg and the neighbouring regions was
entrusted to a Luxembourg survey institute, which was also responsible for carrying
out the representative survey. Between December 2012 and February 2013 a total
of 1,021 persons aged 16 and above living in Luxembourg and 2,279 persons of the
same age segment living in the neighbouring regions were questioned. Almost
two fifths of the respondents living in the border area are located in Lorraine,
one quarter in Rhineland-Palatinate, slightly more than a fifth in Wallonia
and 14 % in the Saarland (see Table 1). The survey was carried out via internet
(computer-assisted web interviews) and the subsamples were weighted according
to different features: the sample in the Grand Duchy according to the variables of
region of residence, age, nationality, gender and (un)employment; persons living
in the border area according to region of residence, age and gender. The data were
analysed with the procedures of descriptive and inductive statistics.®®

68 | The collected data can be accessed in the library of the University of Luxembourg.
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Figure 1: Distribution of the places of residence of the respondents in the quantitative
survey in the border area (overview) (University of Luxembourg, IDENT2 2012/2013)
(design: Christian Wille, realization: Malte Helfer)

A closer look at the the geographic distribution of the places of residence of persons
living in the border area shows that they don’t live further away than 50 km from
a national border and the majority of them close to a national border (see Fig. 1
and 2). Thus the majority of the survey respondents in Lorraine live in northern
Lorraine immediately bordering Luxembourg and Belgium; more than two fifths
(43 %) live in Thionville (28 %) and in Briey (15 %), both located close to the border.
A further 17 % live in eastern Lorraine close to the border to Germany, distributed
across Forbach (10 %), located directly on the border, and Boulay (7 %). 37 % of
the respondents live further in the hinterland of the Metz agglomeration, of these
13 % in the town of Metz , 6 % in Verdun and 18 % in the Metz region (18 %). Only
2 % live in Nancy and in the Nancy agglomeration. 50 % of the respondents in
Wallonia have their place of residence in the province of Luxembourg bordering
France and Luxembourg. The majority of them live in the border town of Arlon
(16 %), followed by Virton (9 %), Neufchiteau (9 %), Bastogne (9 %) and further
in the hinterland around Marche-en-Famenne (7 %). 42 % of the respondents in
Wallonia live in the province of Liege which borders Germany and Luxembourg.
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There they mainly reside in the cities of Verviers (27 %) and Liége (13 %) as well as
in Huy (2 %). Further 6 % live in the town of Dinant which is in the province of
Namur and lies on the border to France. More than half of the respondents (57 %)
in Rhineland-Palatinate are distributed across the three communities bordering
on Luxembourg. They include Trier-Saarburg (26 %), Bitburg-Priim (22 %) and
the city of Trier (9 %). As many as 22 % of the respondents are domiciled in
the rural district of Bernkastel-Wittlich, despite being somewhat further away
from the border, followed by the community of Vulkaneifel (12 %). The majority
of the survey respondents in the Saarland lives in the west and the north of the
federal state, where it borders France and Luxembourg. 42 % live in the regional
association Saarbriicken and along the river Saar in the district of Saarlouis (30 %)
as well as in the rural district of Merzig-Wadern (18 %). Only 7 and 3 % of the
respondents have their home in the rural districts of St. Wendel and Neunkirchen
which are further away from the border.
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Figure 2: Distribution of the places of residence of the respondents in the quantitative
survey in the border area (detailed view) (University of Luxembourg, IDENT2
2012/2013) (design: Christian Wille, realization: Malte Helfer)
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2.4.2 Qualitative Interviews

Based on the quantitative representative survey, in spring 2013 in-depth interviews
were conducted with residents of Luxembourg and in the neighbouring regions
who had agreed to do so in the preceding questionnaire.®” The aim was to collect,
via the wide ranging series of interviews, qualitative data about practices and
particularly about the attributions of meaning connected to them for which a
standardized procedure is less suited. The qualitative interviews were therefore
carried out with a semi-standardized interview guide with fully phrased questions
and conversation-generating impulses.” In addition, the authors of the present
volume, who contributed the individual questions to this guide, were asked to
briefly state the epistemic interest and purpose of each question. These were
then explained and discussed internally. This made it possible to proceed in a
cooperative fashion which would allow the interviewers to also prepare for the
interviews by additionally familarizing themselves with the ‘thrust’ of their
colleagues’ questions. For this purpose the interviewers recast the detailed
interview guide into bullet points, which permitted flexible and largely open
interviewing.

It was not the aim of the interview series to establish frequencies, but rather
develop a more detailed understanding of processes of the construction of space and
identity in the context of the border. We were thus not concerned with acquiring a
random sample in order to make subsequent inferences on a population, but rather
with studying individual and varied cases, in order to capture information about
practices with their specific subaspects. This required a calculated compilation
of samples specified according to gender, age, nationality and level of education.
Finally, on this basis and minus cases that did not materialize, 47 persons in the
area under consideration were interviewed, 24 of them in Luxembourg and 23 in
the border area (see Table 2).

69 | Intheir cases studies, some authors in this volume draw additionally on their own and
specifically indicated interview series (including expert interviews).
70 | The abridged interview guide is included at the end of this volume.
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Luxem-
bourg

Border
Area

of these in
Rhineland-
Palatinate

of these
in the
Saarland

of these
in Lorraine

of these
in
Wallonia

Gender

Men

14

12

Women

11

N

N

Age groups

15-2.4

25-34

35-44

45-54

N[N [N

55-64

M AN |

—

65-74

75-84

SN S

85-94

Status

Non-
foreigner

12

17

Foreigner

Level of
education®

ISCED 1

ISCED 2

ISCED 3

ISCED 4

N N M N

ISCED
and 6

~

No
response

1

1

Net sample

24

23

2

7

7

7

Table 2: Sample of the qualitative survey (University of Luxembourg, IDENT2
2012/2013) *According to International Standard Classification of Education

(ISCED)

The interviews were conducted by the authors according to language preferences
and availability and took place by appointment at the home of the interviewees
and frequently in the mornings or evenings. In a conversation usually lasting
between one and one and a half hours, various subject areas were discussed
following the interview guide, and the interviewees had the opportunity to express
themselves freely — but within a certain thematic frame of reference. In this way
the interviewees’ interpretations and reactions were collected and aspects the
researchers had not anticipated were allowed to emerge. Since what concerns us
in this volume are the contents of the interviews and not their linguistic form, we
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employed, for the processing of the digitally recorded interviews, the transcription
procedure of the standard language conversion (see Mayring 2002: 91) that
consists in minimal emendations of syntactical errors and in streamlining the
speech flow. The transcription of the interviews into Luxembourgish, German,
French and English was entrusted to transcriptors specifically employed for
this purpose. The interview transcripts were then computerized and evaluated
via deductive-selective coding as well as inductive-open coding. This means,
we first performed a broad coding consisting in assigning responses from the
interviews to the subject areas discussed in them. Using the emerging code tree as
a basis, the authors of the individual interview questions proceeded to fine-code,
with an inductive-open coding, interviewees’ answers by argumentative units of
signification. The researchers also took responses into account that referred to
their colleagues’ subject areas in order to be able to record chains of reasoning in
the empirical material that cut across thematic fields.

2.4.3 Cross-Disciplinary Collaboration™

In academia there are few terms where the discrepancy between frequency of use
and theoretical reflection is so extreme as that of interdisciplinarity (see Jungert
2010: 1). It has become a fixture of rhetorics accompanying scientific projects and
its inflationary use reinforces the frequently adopted stance that interdisciplinary
research supposedly can’t be expected to yield any real insights. In order not to risk
letting the interdisciplinary or cross-disciplinary collaboration deteriorate to an
empty phrase, a number of the contributors to this volume have formed a workgroup
to examine the potential and the risks of interdisciplinarity (see chapter 1). Their aim
was to systematize the term and the concepts linked with it and develop a common
guideline for the work in the framework of the present volume.

When dealing with interdisciplinarity, one first needs to clarify what is
to be understood under disciplinarity. In this context Sabine Hark (2005)
draws attention to the concept of discipline/disciplinarity which comprises two
dimensions, a discipline generating one, and a disciplining one. Disciplines — as a
basis for the organization and structuring of scientific knowledge — should here not
be understood statically but rather as dynamic points of intersection of different
theoretical-methodological paradigms. Hark defines disciplines as complex
bundles of relationships, drawing on Foucault’s concept of discursive formation. It
is the relationships “between institutions, economic and societal processes, forms
of behaviour, systems of norms, techniques, classification systems and manners
of characterization””? (Hark 2005: 71) that constitute a discipline. Accordingly,

71 | This section was written in collaboration with Brigitte Batyko, Heike Mauer, Agnés
Priim and Rachel Reckinger.

72 | Personal translation of: “[...] zwischen Institutionen, 6konomischen und gesellschaft-
lichen Prozessen, Verhaltensformen, Normsystemen, Techniken, Klassifikationstypen und
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the discipline-generating effect manifests itself in the continued updating of this
network of relationships. From this social-emergent and relational perspective,
discipline can be seen as an ensemble of heterogenous elements such as
communities of communication, objects of knowledge and institutions. Hark
explains the disciplining dimension (2005: 75ff.) by highlighting disciplines as
political institutions. This involves three functions: (1) the production of knowledge,
which is connected to the production of (in)valid statements, knowable objects,
hierarchically ordered subjects (e.g. academic degrees) or practices of knowledge
(e.g. plenary lectures); (2) the regulation of knowledge which takes effects when
determining the recognized subject areas as well as the cognitive structure of
the actors and their academic practices; (3) the reproduction of knowledge which
ensures the continuity in the academic field via the transmission of knowledge
and the socialisatory exercising of academic practices. The disciplining dimension
is particularly prominent in the reproductive function, when, for example,
disciplines organize and classify what is worth knowing and thus regulate what is
remembered and what is forgotten.

Taking these considerations into account a discipline can be seen as a space in
the academic field which regulates and reproduces itself via specific practices of
knowledge and the involved objects, schools of thought, traditions of theory and
methodology as well as embedded power relations and self-conceptions. These
aspects go generally unquestioned and their interaction is constitutive for individual
disciplines. However, they become untenable in research contexts in which different
disciplines work together. The fault lines and thus the boundaries of the discipline
begin to show up in a praxeological sense where practices of knowledge are no
longer self-evidently effective, where formerly constitutive relationships need to
be explicitly explained, and previously unquestioned foundations of signification
are cast into doubt. Figuratively speaking we are then dealing with a ‘re-wiring’ of
complex bundles of relationships or ensembles of heterogenous elements which —
as we shall see — can vary in intensity, irritation and innovation.

A glance into the relevant literature shows that besides the term of
interdiscipliarity there exist other competing terms which are not used consistently
and partly overlap in their meaning. When systematizing terms of interdisciplinarity
and related concepts we are thus faced with a problem of demarcation. We will
therefore introduce the term of ‘cross-disciplinary collaboration’”, in order to be
able to topicalize different forms of collaboration under one umbrella term. For this
we have chosen two approaches: in a first step, we will establish which terms are
used in research funding for cross-disciplinary collaboration and what significance
they have there. In a second step, the relevant concepts are presented synoptically
and classified by structural criteria.

Charakterisierungsweisen.”
73 | Personal translation of: “Disziplineniibergreifende Zusammenarbeit.”
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We will thus first examine whether cross-disciplinary collaboration plays a role
in funding policies and which terms are used in each case. To this end, calls for
proposals of specific funding programmes in the field of humanities and science
as well as annual reports (2012) of national and European funding institutions and
agencies were analysed (see Table 3).

Level Institutions/Funding Funding Programmes
Agencies

Regional | University of Luxembourg | Intra-University Project Funding

National Luxembourg: Fonds FNR: CORE, INTER, ATTRACT, AFR,
National de la Recherche PEARL
(FNR)
Germany: Deutsche DFG: Schwerpunktprogramme,
Forschungsgemeinschaft Graduiertenkollegs, Sonderforschungsbereiche,
(DFG) DFG Forschungszentren, Forschergruppen,

Kolleg-Forschergruppen, Aufbau
internationaler Kooperationen’

France: Agence nationale de | ANR: various thematic calls: Biologie-Santé,
la Recherche (ANR) Energie Durable, Environnement et Ressources
Biologiques, Ingénierie, Procédés et Sécurité,
Partenariats et compétitivité, Programmes
transdisciplinaires, Recherches exploratoires et
émergentes, Sciences Humaines et Sociales’®

Belgium: Fonds de la F.R.S.-FNRS: Appels ‘Crédits et projets’,
Recherche Scientifique- FRESH II — Recherche collaborative en
FNRS (F.R.S.-FNRS) sciences humaines et sociales.

European | European Commission . ERC grants: Proof of Concept, Synergy

Grant, Advanced Grant, Starting Grant,
Consolidator Grant

«  Seventh Framework Programme (FP7):
specific programmes ‘Cooperation’ and
‘People’ (Marie Curie Actions)

« Horizon 2020: Programmes 2014-2015

Table 3: Reviewed calls for proposals by selected funding agencies (July 2013)

74 | Priority Programmes, Research Training Groups, Collaborative Research Centres, DFG
Research Centres, Research Units, Humanities Centres for Advanced Studies, Initiation of
International Collaboration.

75 | Biology and Health, Sustainable Energy, Environment and Biological Resources,
Engineering, Processes and Security, Partnership and Competitiveness, Transdisciplinary
Programmes, Exploratory and Emerging Research, Social Sciences and Humanities.
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The analysis of the calls for proposals was conducted in three languages per
search query of frequently used terms in connection with cross-disciplinary
collaboration.” The most frequently found terms were disziplindr/interdisziplingr,
disciplinary/disciplinarity, interdisciplinary/interdisciplinarity, interdisciplinaire/
interdisciplinarité and frontier research, indicating a priori that the term
‘interdisciplinarity’ was widely used. In addition, we noticed that in the calls for
proposals there was no further explanation what exactly the funding institutions
meant with the searched terms — and thus with cross-disciplinary collaboration.
This confirms the impression that the term of interdisciplinarity and related
concepts remain blurred and are often mere accompanying rhetorics. All the more
important to address this very diverse field and structure it along the relevant terms.

Multi-/Pluridisciplinarity: The term of multidisciplinarity entered academic
language in the 1950s and refers to the coexistence of disciplines within one subject
area. The disciplines involved here each work on a sub-aspect of the common area
of investigation which is within ‘their’ subject matter. In this form of collaboration,
common research questions, mutual references or cross-disciplinary efforts to
create a synthesis are largely absent. However, in contrast to purely disciplinary
research one can assume that the participating disciplines share pertinent
information about their work and that there is potential for broadening the
perspective on the common field of investigation (see Jungert 2010: 2). The term of
pluridisciplinarity is often used synonymously with multidisciplinarity. However,
some authors, for instance Jungert (see ibid.) differentiate between these terms
and see pluridisciplinarity as a first step of a truly cross-disciplinary collaboration.
This involves the intensification of relations between related disciplines via a loose
exchange of findings and problems within a common subject area. However, this
in general unstructured collaboration has little effect on the subject matters and
on the self-concept of the participating disciplines.

Interdisciplinarity: The term ‘interdisciplinarity’ is the one most frequently
used in the context of cross-disciplinary collaboration. This is also confirmed
by the analysis of the calls for proposals by national and European research
funding (see Table 3). Interdisciplinarity — albeit without further explanation and
with varying emphasis — is firmly anchored in these texts. The Luxembourgish
and Belgian funding institutions are more reticent about the interdisciplinary
character of research projects and merely indicate that interdisciplinary research
is desirable. German and French programmes emphasize the interdisciplinary
character of projects more frequently and put a stronger focus on the promotion of
interdisciplinarity. European funding programmes also welcome and support the

76 | Search terms used in three languages: disziplindr, multi-, inter-, transdisziplinér,
Disziplinaritdt, Multi-, Inter-, Transdisziplinaritét, Pionierforschung, disciplinary, multi-,
inter-, transdisciplinary, cross-disciplinary, disciplinarity, multi-, inter-, transdisciplinarity,
frontier research, inter/cross-faculty, disciplinary boundaries, cross-programme, disci-
plinaire, multi-, inter-, transdisciplinaire, disciplinarité, multi-, inter-, transdisciplinarité.
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interdisciplinary orientation of research projects. Here the grants of the European
Research Council (ERC) play a particular role because they are expressly designed
to promote interdisciplinary project work and so-called pioneer research. The
European programme Horizon 2020 likewise clearly emphasizes interdisciplinary
research as an important aspect worthy of funding — as the Seventh Framework
Programme (FP7) had already done before. While we see that the concept of
interdisciplinarity is indeed supported by public funding policies, there is still the
impression that it is as yet not really strategically embedded and that the addressees
are assumed to have an understanding of interdisciplinarity which is not further
specified. This can however differ significantly and — as we shall see — partly show
variously large overlaps with related concepts. For a further discussion of the
concept of interdisciplinarity we will focus on its complexity and attempt an internal
differentiation. Drawing on LofHer (see 2010: 1641f.) and Heckhausen (quoted in
Jungert 2010: 4f1.), we will outline a possible spectrum of interdisciplinarities.

- Heckhausen uses the term ‘indiscriminate interdisciplinarity’ (unterschiedslo-
se Interdisziplinaritit) to describe the idea of the studium generale in which vari-
ous disciplinary contents are ‘juxtaposed’ to offset high levels of specialization
and the narrowing of perspectives that accompany them. Mutual references
between the disciplines are not intended here, nor is there any cross-discipli-
nary collaboration in the area of research.

+ ‘Nice-to-know interdisciplinarity’ (Nice-to-know-Interdisziplinaritit), a term
coined by LofHer, applies to a situation where the participating disciplines refer
to one common subject but where no points of contact or relationships of ex-
change develop. Nevertheless, research contexts or events with a nice-to-know
factor are useful, for instance as a social event in academia for networking or
when, in decision-making processes, it is necessary to consider different per-
spectives on one subject.

« With the term ‘pseudo-interdisciplinarity’ (Pseudo-Interdisziplinaritit), Heck-
hausen refers to the common assumption that one can already speak of interdi-
sciplinarity when different disciplines work with identical models or methods.
This is however in his view not sufficient for bridging differences between
the disciplines, for example regarding ‘typical’ subject domains or levels of
theoretical integration.

+ ‘Auxiliary interdisciplinarity’ (Hilfsinterdisziplinaritit) is used by Heckhausen
to describe the use of methods within one’s own discipline that are foreign to
it. But, according to Heckhausen, it cannot be described as a true collabora-
tion, since it is merely a matter of treating ‘typical’ questions within one’s own
disciplines with the help of ‘borrowed’ methods.

« The grouping of various disciplines around a common complex of problems
or subjects is subsumed by Heckhausen under the term of ‘composite inter-
disciplinarity’ (zusammengesetzte Interdisziplinaritit). But there is neither an
overlap of subject areas of the participating disciplines nor of the methods
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employed. The cohesion of the common research context is in this case only
based on the common area of problems and themes.

« ‘Supplementary interdisciplinarity’ (Ergdnzende Interdisziplinaritit) is situated,
according to Heckhausen, on the fringes of disciplines, where there is in part a
real attempt to establish a nexus between the different theoretical approaches.

« For a high degree of interaction between disciplines, Heckhausen uses the
term of ‘unifying interdisciplinarity’ (Vereinigende Interdisziplinaritit). This
refers to the convergence and synthetization of different disciplinary theories
and sets of conceptual and methodological tools.

This cursory synopsis of interdisciplinarities not only addresses different aspects
of the research process, it also reveals different forms of disciplinarity that can be
located on a continuum between the affirmation and the subversion of disciplinary
boundaries. As we shall see, the conceptual understanding of interdisciplinarity
that was relevant in the making of this volume refers to a number of the
interdisciplinarities featured above.

Transdisciplinarity: The concept of transdisciplinarity, in turn, denotes a
form of working where specific issues are addressed together with actors outside
academia and where there is an attempt to overcome the specialization of academic
knowledge (see Jungert 2010: 6). So this is firstly about crossing the threshold
between academia and ‘the world outside’ in order to find scientific solutions for
complex societal problems; and secondly about the questioning of the (disciplinary)
order of academic knowledge as such (see Després/Lawrence 2004: 399).
Transdisciplinarity also implies a critique of disciplinarity as a specific academic
practice and aims at regrouping questions, theories and methods without linking
them back to individual disciplines (see Maihofer 2005: 199).

Postdisciplinarity: The concept of postdisciplinarity dissociates itself even more
clearly from the dichotomy of academic knowledge production on the one hand
and the non-academic knowledge production on the other. Postdisciplinarity
aims at a research process that does not commit itself to one or more disciplines
regarding subject matter and research questions nor proceeds deductively in the
development of theories and solutions. Rather, it is concerned — similar to the
transdisciplinary approach — with an inductive-reflective process in which the
questions to be examined, methods used and theories and solutions developed are
generated (see Maihofer 2005: 201).

The forms of cross-disciplinary collaboration presented above show multiple
overlaps. Nevertheless they can be distinguished from each other and classified
with the help of specific criteria.

For our essay at systematization (see Fig. 3) we have proceeded from the basis of
the criterion of disciplinarity as a continuum explained above which grades forms
of cross-disciplinary collaboration where discipline-generating and disciplining
mechanisms are (in)effective. Forms of cross-disciplinary collaboration where
disciplinarity progressively loses its effect are also marked by increasing
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complexity. This results from the ‘rewiring’ of bundles of relationships (between
objects, methods, concepts etc.) that exist within and outside of academia.

Figure 3: Forms of cross-disciplinary collaboration by the criteria of ‘complexity’ and
‘Disciplinarity’ (design: Christian Wille)

2.4.4 Situative Interdisciplinarity

From the typology of multi-/pluri-/inter-/trans- and postdisciplinarity presented
above — as a series of increased complexity with diminishing disciplinarity — we
can derive three basic models of cross-disciplinary collaboration:

(1) Cross-disciplinary collaboration as addition should be understood as a
collection of different disciplines that work on a common (research) subject and
merely share information. In this scientific practice, which would belong to
multi- and/or pluridisciplinarity, there is no real exchange and thus no crossing
of disciplinary borders.

(2) Cross-disciplinary collaboration as interaction can be found where there is an
actual exchange between disciplines grouped around a common (research) topic,
but without the participating disciplines ‘dissolving’. Here we are dealing with
different methods of elaboration of or empirical approaches to a common research
question — partly the aim behind the concept of interdisciplinarity — which are
linked to each other and promise to yield more insights than would be possible to
achieve from only one single disciplinary perspective. Even though the individual
disciplines remain for the most part ‘untouched’, this form of collaboration
is potentially prone to critical moments that come to bear in ‘disorders’ of the
familiar research practice and require the participating researchers to display
certain social faculties (e.g. tolerance for ambiguity, empathy) in order to be able to
put up with them and/or exploit them productively (see Wiesmann/Biber-Klemm
et al. 2008: 1741%.).

(3) Qualifying cross-disciplinary collaboration as a synthesis suggests scientific
practices that overcome disciplinary and institutional systems in a problem- and/
or solution-oriented way. Similar to the concepts of trans-/postdisciplinarity, here
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the (research) topics as well as the necessary conceptual and methodological
tools are not predefined, but rather these are developed in a deductive-recursive
procedure — mostly also involving non-academics (see ibid.: 172f.). A prerequisite
for this kind of collaboration is a high degree of communication and exchange, a
strong orientation towards application and the privilege to be able to act without
linking up with reproductive-disciplinary communities.

Building on the basic models of addition, interaction and synthesis, the
authors of this volume have attempted to pinpoint the academic practice that has
already emerged after eight months of project work as a snapshot and develop
an ambitious, but realistic vision for further collaboration. Looking back, what
has become clear is that the collaboration varied depending on the specific aspect
of the research process and that it is difficult to define it in a nutshell: a point
frequently emphasized was the wide thematic variety of case studies reflected in
this volume, which made an actual exchange between the authors difficult; but
at the same time the overarching topical areas structuring the research context
(see chapters 3, 4 and 5) as well as the theoretical-conceptual tools (see chapter
2) were highlighted, which virtually call for a productive interaction of all the
participating authors. Attention was also given to the methods used, however in
equal measure as means of addition and of interaction. This initial assessment
already makes clear that the academic practice that was quick to establish itself
among our contributors oscillated between disciplinary addition and interaction.

Figure 4: Basic models of cross-disciplinary collaboration (continuum) and position of
the concept of situative interdisciplinarity (design: Christian Wille)

In order to reinforce and develop the cross-disciplinary collaboration in the
further process of the project, the first experiences were taken on board and,
building from these, we developed the concept of situative interdisciplinarity. This
common guideline refers to the interaction between the disciplines participating
in this volume which did not take place in the same degree at every point of the
research process. Rather, it was a matter of limited interactions in specific phases
of collaboration considered useful. This was governed by the subject matters and
phases that structured the research process such as topics, questions, theories,
terms and concepts, methods or interpretation. Interaction between the authors
— here understood as interdisciplinarity — were thus not meant to take place as an
end in itself, but examined for its added value and implemented depending on
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the situation, during the research process. The following stages were considered
particularly suited for this:

1. The development of theoretical-conceptual frameworks within the topic areas
(see the introductory sections 3.1, 4.1 and 5.1);

2. The development of common tools of research and analysis (questionnaire,
interview guideline);

3. The joint interpretation of empirical data.

A systematic and critical evaluation of the practical implementation of situative
interdisciplinarity was only possible after finalizing this book manuscript.
Nevertheless, the results of a written survey among 16 authors in an internal
colloquium provide first insights into the practice of situative interdisciplinarity
and thus into the genesis of this volume. The selected assessments (see Tables
4, 5 and 6) seek to reproduce a broad range of opinions on different aspects
of the collaboration and in particular point to the challenges of situative
interdisciplinarity.

Positive Assessments Negative Assessments

“The case study connects my “No, research topic, sources etc. are
disciplinary perspective with aspects | (too) different from the other case
from other disciplines that I got to studies.”

know in the workgroup meetings.”

“Yes, because I work on a corpus “The case study is only partly

with methods that transcend interdisciplinary, since I continually
my discipline. In addition, I'm need to coordinate with my
confronted with theories that are colleagues (of other disciplines)
unknown in my discipline.””® and this has an influence on the

fundamental perspective on the topic
as well as on the analytical approach.
On the other hand, the case study is
hardly interdisciplinary since I work
on the interface of various disciplines
anyway.”

Table 4: Assessment of the interdisciplinary nature of the authors’ own case studies
(selected opinions) (University of Luxembourg, IDENT2 2013 — internal survey among
the authors)

77 | Personal translation of: “Oui, parce que je travaille sur un corpus et surtout avec des
méthodes qui dépassent ma discipline; par ailleurs je suis confronté avec des théories
inconnues dans ma discipline.”
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Positive Assessments

Negative Assessments

“I've received constructive criticism
in the sense that I carefully observed
how colleagues in other disciplines
work and argue. This makes me
question my own work methods and
develop a better understanding for
positions foreign to my field.”

“I have to admit, I don’t master the
interdisciplinary background that
other colleagues seem to have. I
prefer to comment on things which
I believe I can have some command
over.”79

“In the workgroup, the exchange
between the disciplines was fairly
good, marked by mutual respect and
interest.”

“Some disciplines seemed to be
superior to others, since important
concepts and terms were adopted
from them.”

“No rank pulling, the doctoral
candidates collaborated on a
completely equal footing and often
even provided valuable incentives.”®°

“Academic rank influenced the
choice of topics.”

“I didn’t notice any conflicts or
showing-oft between individual
people. It was a good cooperative
collaboration.”

“Very diverse characters, timid,
reticent, others very sure of
themselves, result-oriented; others
who pondered for a long time

on fundamental questions. This
mixture is probably more difficult
to manage than interdisciplinary
collaboration or the different
academical positions.”®

Table 5: Assessment of the collaboration in workgroups (selected opinions)
(University of Luxembourg, IDENT2 2013 — internal survey among the authors)

78 | Personal translation of: “J’avoue ne pas maitriser le background interdisciplinaire que
semblent partager les autres membres du groupe. Je préfére n’intervenir que sur ce que je

crois pouvoir maitriser.”

79 | Personal translation of: “Pas de rank pulling; les doctorants ont participé de maniére

tout a fait égalitaire et ont méme souvent donné des incentives trés précieux.”

80 | Personal translation of: “Tempéraments tres différents, des timides, des réticents,
des personnes trés convaincues d’elles-mémes, des gens orientés vers le résultat, d’autres
qui restent penchés sur des questions de fond: ce mélange est probablement plus difficile

a gérer que le mélange interdisciplinaire et de différents statuts académiques.”
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Positive Assessments

Negative Assessments

“I got to know many colleagues better
and learned something about their
work methods.”

“Sometimes it was difficult in the
work meetings to follow up on the
last meeting.”

“Read various texts which were
extremely productive also for my own
field of research; the opportunity to
work with interesting people (when
they happened to be present).”

“Sometimes I'm lost; the discussions
are only helpful in a rather limited
way. [ have noticed that the idea of
interdisicplinarity has its limits.”82

“For me the project was a great
challenge, since I have no experience
with interdisciplinary work as it is
practiced here. In this sense the
project was very helpful even if just
to understand how interesting it can
be, but also how challenging.”®

“A considerable expenditure of time
one could avoid; the initial theories
developed in the groups were later
dropped again; intensive research
work in no relation to the size of the
contribution in the book manuscript;
relatively numerous small internal

deadlines, here it was sometimes
difficult not to lose sight of the bigger
picture.”

Tabelle 6: Overall assessment of the collaboration (selected opinions) (University of
Luxembourg, IDENT2 2013 — internal survey among the authors)

The concept of situative interdisciplinarity should be understood as a temporary and
variable intermeshing of the basic models of addition and interaction. It provides
a realistic guideline for the cross-disciplinary collaboration in larger cooperative
contexts without dissolving disciplines or fundamentally questioning the familiar
academic practice of those involved. Rather it is a matter of partially breaking
open self-referential research practices as well as a productive combination of
‘disciplinary clichés’ in favour of intellectual exchange and progress in knowledge.

81 | Personal translation of: “Sentiment parfois de n’importe quoi ; de discussions
me semblant mener a un résultat bien limité. J'ai ressenti des limites réelles a l'idée
d’interdisciplinarité.”

82 | Personaltranslation of: “Pour moi le projet étaitun grand défi, n’ayant pas I'expérience
du travail interdisciplinaire comme il s’est fait ici. En ce sens, cela m’a certainement
apporté beaucoup si ce n'est de comprendre a quel point cela peut étre intéressant mais
aussi demandant.”
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