Crossing boundaries, building bridgesin the academic
apprenticeship

Margaret Thorne, Roy Smalley and Faith Irving, MshdJniversity, VictoriaAustralia.

Abstract

This paper reflects on the experiences of the tlargbors who participated in the
CROSSLIFE study program. CROSSLIFE was a EuropeamonJ supported
experimental program for VET professionals enrolledost-graduate programs at
the member universities (Monash, Tampere (Finlaboifdon Institute of Education,
Malta, Zurich and Copenhagen). The eighteen-mortlgram involved participation
in three workshops in London, Finland and Maltae@m of the workshops was to
support the development of the skills, knowledgd aapacities needed for cross-
cultural communication and collaboration in teaghilearning and work in a globally
interconnected world (Seddon, 2008).

A range of cross-cultural issues arose when memtbleteke Monash home-group,
from different backgrounds, organisations, cultuaed disciplines, collaborated on a
common task with flexible guidelines in preparatfonthe Malta workshop. The task
was to employ diverse ways to present local issased by selected ‘readings’ on
how pedagogical practices travel globally.

Following the work of Kraus & Sultana (2008), tmeeintion of this presentation is to
explore “the complex and challenging processesdbate into play in cross-cultural
and inter-disciplinary settings” from the perspeetof experienced VET practitioners

undertaking an academic apprenticeship.

The issues addressed include the challenges iblisbiag a ‘community of practice’,
identification and negotiation of boundaries, sbamgpaces and understandings,
development of capacities for cross cultural comication and collaboration across
local and national boundaries through various madjlcompetence building through
mentoring relationships with other students anddewacs and collegial and peer
support.



I ntroduction

This paper examines the border-crossing issuesuatex@d by VET learners and
teachers as they make the transition into a newarrilag culture” (Hodkinson &
Bloomer, 2000, p. 188). It is based on our expeesrmas VET practitioners engaged
in the CROSSLIFE study program, a European Unioppstied experimental
program for VET professionals enrolled in post-grate programs at six partner
universities (Monash, Tampere (Finland), Londontitate of Education, Malta,
Zurich and Copenhagen). The eighteen-month prognaoived participation by the
university ‘home groups’ in three workshops in LondFinland and Malta. One aim
of the workshops was to support the developmenthef skills, knowledge and
capacities needed for cross-cultural communicatiad collaboration in teaching,

learning and working in a globally interconnectearld (Seddon, 2008).

The CROSSLIFE study program provided opportunities small groups of
professionals and researchers, who work in adwitatbn and vocational education,
to learn about transformations in lifelong learniaigd work around the world by
participating in cross-national workshops. The n&m of this program was to create
cross-national learning environments for partictparirom different research,
professional and national disciplines and cultueescquire more knowledge about
changes in education and work due to globalisaiod movements of people and
ideas. Furthermore, it was hoped that this crodisiel collaboration would provide
participants with opportunities to increase thesaarch-based expertise and skills and

establish networks.

The third workshop, held in Malta, explored how ggogies could be created to
facilitate cross-cultural conversations, termedavélling pedagogies”. Participants
continued the pathway, established in previous slusks in London and Tampere, of
building skills, attitudes and knowledge to engagemeaningful and thought-

provoking dialogue across cultures.



The five participants in the Monash home group wardertaking VET-related post-
graduate research in their particular areas ofegsibnal expertise and were VET
professionals working in the fields of Community n8ees Education, Access
Programs, Policy Development and Art and Desigre @articipant was engaged in
cultural competence training in the industry anducadion sectors. The group
contained two Masters of Education by Research idates and three doctoral
candidates in PhD and Ed.D. Each student was affexetit stage of his or her

candidature.

This paper represents the reflections of three neesnbf the Monash home group
about a ‘critical incident’, the experience of prepg the collaborative presentation
for the CROSSLIFE workshop in Malta, which resodat@th our areas of VET
research, namely: Building the capacity of teach@idevelop cultural competence to
work effectively in culturally diverse contextsresigthening the relationship between
the classroom and workplace for culturally divesgedents; and issues facing second-
chance learners returning to study, who fail tacegsfully make the transition, with a
particular interest in the interface between idgntiork and the institutional learning
culture, informed by the work of Vincent Tinto (1&005), Mclnnis et al (Mclnnis,
Hartley, Polesel, & Teese, 2000), and Martinez &iday (1998).

Similarities existed between the participants hattwe are involved in teaching VET
learners in the classroom and in the workplace revinge deliver our programs to a
multicultural student cohort. Similarities of pragn delivery exist, for example,
Information Technologies are used extensively witbur current workplaces and

classrooms. Each of us has a strong commitmermicialsequity in education.

The task for the Monash home group involved crgaéin innovative presentation on
workplace learning, based on core readings anahatimnal context. This task was an
extension of the continuing theme of travelling agefrom earlier workshops in
London and Finland. In their planning, the CROS%. Ipartners looked at the
challenges that arose for themselves as academiedtempting to cross borders
(Kraus & Sultana, 2008). Similarly, the processdefieloping a presentation by the
Monash home group represented a ‘critical incidamtl window to reflect on the

cultural “border-crossing” and negotiation of idént



Throughout this paper, we will draw on insightsnfr&raus and Sultana (2008) and
others to investigate the similarities and diffeesn of the cross-cultural issues
experienced by academic tutors and the participagraduate students. The first part
of the paper will explore the general meaning dfuca, with a discussion about the
academic apprenticeship as a process of encutioraind identity-formation. The

second part will report on the cultural aspects eelgmced by the academic
apprentices during the production of the Monashéxgnoup production for the Malta

workshop and reflect on its significance for VE&dking in a multi-cultural context.

Literaturereview

What is ‘culture’?

Williams (1983, p. 87) notes that culture is “orfetlee two or three most difficult
words in the English language” (cited in HodkinsBresta, & James, 2007). Kraus &
Sultana (2008) describe culture as a social cayegdrich is a result of a “lifelong

development process” of ‘socialisation’ or ‘encudiion’ within a particular context.

“Growing up in a certain cultural context entailsetimparting of these
meanings, practices and tools of discourse. Thixgss is not necessarily
explicit, but is more likely to be implicit, invoing what can be referred to as
‘embodied’ knowledge” (Kamler & Thomson, 2006, p).1

In endeavouring to gain more understanding of thallenges involved in cross-
cultural collaboration, Kraus & Sultana considetbé following three aspects of
culture: ‘National identities’, ‘gendered identi#ieand ‘disciplinary identities’. They

argue that “there is no such thing as a closed,dgemous national culture, but there
are national states as ‘imagined communities’ #r& influential in shaping the

individual's identity and behavior and to some extiead to ‘cultural homogeneity’

within the defined national borders” (2008, p. 62).



They refer to ‘Gendered identity’ as to whether @na@ ‘woman’ or a ‘man’, their
associated identities within ‘national borders’ afmhtional cultures’ and the

implications that this could have in “structuringss-cultural collaboration”.

Disciplinary identities refer to collaborative vargs involving researchers from
diverse disciplines and are inclined to be formedd hoc ways. Cross-cultural work
across disciplines also requires an effort to dgvelispositions and competencies that
enable individuals to ‘read’, ‘translate’ and ‘deed the work of colleagues, and to

converse in their ‘language’.

Academic apprenticeship and the development ofhalady identity

The Kraus & Sultana article was written by academitio are established members
of a research or scholarly culture. Our article waigten by beginning researchers
who are at different stages of the academic enatitun process.

Undertaking a post-graduate research degree wasofitally conceived as an
academic apprenticeship” where the “students |eatine practices of their discipline
and came to share its cultural values, norms andrieal knowledge” (Hopwood,
2008). Thus it is a process of ‘socialisation’ enculturation’ where “individuals
interact with others and with their broader envimemt” (Kraus & Sultana, 2008, p.
61).

Schoenfeld (1999b) suggests that there is a needdertake a systematic study of
how the process of undertaking how an ‘academiceapigeship’ really works in
preparing graduate students to become educati@ane®ers. Schoenfeld (1999a, p.
200) argues “that it is extremely valuable for legng researchers to live in
communities where basic research issues are wariedn public’ and where the
nature of the community is such that it supportsrteasy entry and facilitates their

moves towards centrality”.

While it is acknowledged that the process of ‘enhgaftion’ is a “lifelong
development process” (Kraus & Sultana, 2008, p, 8B change in demographics of
the majority of academic apprentices means thaimi@ny students this process may

not truly commence until after the completion odithdoctorate, if then. In Australia,
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as in the UK, there is increasing diversity withie post-graduate population as a
result of government policies such as widening #oeess to higher education.
Historically the post-graduate student trod a wedrn linear path from secondary
school student to early researcher. They were 2¥éars old, study[ing] full time,
and geographically mobile” (Hopwood, 2008, Problgd). This demographic has
changed. Many students undertaking post-graduatiiest especially in education,
are now “older, studying part time, and often hagnificant family and other
commitments that tie them to particular places’offem #4: Ignoring the majority).
For part time and mature aged students the oppbetsitio interact with others and
the broader environment are limited. Similar issaes experienced by the VET
students where the demands of employment, part-bméull-time, can lead to
students “becoming disengaged from their educdtierperience” (Mclinnis, et al.,
2000, p. 2).

A common problem for many education post-gradudtelents (especially part-
timers) is that they only experience the encultaraprocess in terms of “text work”
(Kamler & Thomson, 2006, p. 15) as this is the mfairm of ‘assessment’. For a
student working alone in an ‘ivory tower’, the pess of enculturation is more
difficult and slower — and may even contributedtatively high non-completion rates
for post-graduates and the difficulty experiencgdnbw researchers in making the

transition to being a ‘contributing academic’.

In their discussion of ‘identity work’, Kamler ankhomson (2006, p. 15-17) suggest
that ‘identity’ is plural, not singular and thatig not fixed, but always in formation
and continually being remade. They also proposktiigascholarly identity is a social
category, bringing together “questions of classdge, race, and ethnicity, dis/ability,

age, location and religion” (Kamler & Thomson, 200616).

As professionals with professional identities, ve@dn specific skills and experience in
our individual workplaces and are able to operdteanfortable levels in these
environments. The same could be said about ouf ééwperation and other identities
in specific areas of interest where there is a ligbree of familiarity and comfort.

However, as academic apprentices, we have all adkdged feelings of discomfort,



insecurity and isolation at times. Thus, while weaynfeel confident about our

professional and other identities, we may stilbdlegeloping our academic identities.

Thus there is a stronger sense of vulnerability,oteonal angst and elation
experienced in the development of the ‘scholarlentdy’ of the ‘academic

apprentice’ (Kamler & Thomson, 2006, p. 27). Thightghts one of the main

differences between our experiences and thoseeofutiors when participating in a
multi-cultural workshop. We are focusing on theues of cross-cultural collaboration
from the perspective of apprentices in the proadssnculturation while the tutors
were all ‘established’ in the national/global resbacommunity/culture. Also, as
Australians we assumed that we were from the sarttare while the tutors were
clearly from different cultures. These differenc@ be explored in some detail in

the remainder of this article.

Resear ch method

This paper is a result of reflective practice ratthen formal research (Metz, 2001).
One of the objectives of CROSSLIFE was to use Vdas to project a model of

academic apprenticeship that addresses what angh@ople need to learn in order to
do academic work in globally connected times” (Sedd2007, p. 6). Reflection on

our learning process and its applications to ogeaech and teaching in the VET
sectorwas encouraged throughout the project. Followirgditoup presentation at the
Malta workshop the three authors continued thikecéfe approach, both individually

and collectively.

Following the Malta workshop, three of the Monastnt¢ group students engaged in
a continuing online discussion, supported by séviree-to-face meetings. These
email discussions focused on the presentationiViddéa workshop and its impact on

our teaching and research. Reflection about theggsof developing the content for
the group presentation, suggested that any diffegithat arose in negotiating shared
understandings within our apparently culturally-log®nous group appeared to be
similar to those experienced by the culturally-deeetutors in their planning work

(Kraus & Sultana, 2008). The process of preparipgeaentation became a window to



throw light on “the complex and challenging proessghat come into play in cross-

cultural and inter-disciplinary settings” (p. 59).

Inspired by the use of reflective learning journddsoughout CROSSLIFE and the
‘Critical Incident Technique’ employed by the twofollowing their planning
workshop (Kraus & Sultana, 2008, p. 67), the awghvarote a personal account which
reflected on the “issues, tensions and difficultibey experienced during the process
of developing the group presentation. This strateégyadvocated by Kamler &
Thomson (2006, p. 68) as an aid to the “developroémeflexivity” rather than just
being reflective. “Reflexivity means looking foretlsocial in the individual account”
and “learning not to take for granted the ways imiclv we have narrativized our
identities” (p. 66).

Revisiting the original email dialogue generatedimy the development of the
presentation provided a counter-balance to theriestathat we [had] comfortably
(re)produce[d]” (Kamler & Thomson, 2006, p. 67), asr reflections began to

coalesce into a collective narrative which raticsead our involvement in the process.

Comments and reflections on our presentation wisie sought from other members
of the Monash Home Group and selected tutors friw@ other participating

Universities.

Findings and discussion

It is relevant to the findings to describe the cosipon of the CROSSLIFE planning
team and the Monash Home Group. This will enabléousonsider the similarities
and differences experienced by groups which cowdistdividuals from different or

similar cultural backgrounds.

The CROSSLIFE planning workshop partners includede@ademic from Australia,
three from Finland, two from Malta, two from Switlend and two from the UK.
Some had worked together on previous projects,enwdtihers were new to each other
(Kraus & Sultana, 2008, p. 80, Note 4). In contrés¢ Monash Home Group was

comprised of five Australian post-graduate matugeeh students: Two part-time
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Master of Education (Research) students, two fmktand one part-time doctoral
students. The three female and two male partitspgaried in their professional
backgrounds, experience and areas of researclshavéd an interest in Vocational
Education and Training, which had drawn them taramlvement in CROSSLIFE.

Some had worked together before, while others badntly joined the CROSSLIFE
study group.

When the Malta workshop concluded, we commenceatiassof ongoing discussions
about our individual learning experiences and threc@sses involved in the

production and delivery of the presentation. E-rd&tussions enabled participants to
engage with and articulate their academic jourteghlighted by some issues and
difficulties encountered while developing the prda@on task. In the process of
negotiating shared understandings through collaioorave were each challenged to
examine the validity of our own perspectives anddnotribute them appropriately to
the whole, in a creative intellectual process. Toowing excerpts from e-mail

correspondence point to the contribution of reftectand dialogue to enculturation

and the development of academic identity in arellattual border-crossing’:

“On reflection, being involved in the group procedgyetting our presentation
together and feeling a sense of personal respdihsitio, presented a more
difficult task for me than any of the cross-culluzallaboration that took place
between all the different nationalities involvedhfalta and Finland” (Monash

participant 1, e-mail personal communication, 1 I008).

“The difficulties that | identified or encountered getting a presentation
together for Malta involved time and the issue ettigg agreement when
working collaboratively with people who all haveffdring perspectives”
(Monash participant 2, e-mail personal communicatibFeb, 2009).

In academic collaboration, as in VET teaching, ¢hean be a risk of disappointed
expectations of others or of task outcomes. HoweseSeddon (2008) has observed,
activity-based teaching strategies can be usedetcdurage people to build their
confidence in thinking work by working on the rébtaiship between university

perspectives and their own everyday working lives”.



During our planning discussions, we focused on tivee main phases of the

development process of the presentation. These were

1. Negotiation and selection of the thematic them#efpresentation
2.  Selection and development of the ‘innovative’ préagon format

3. Delivery of the presentation to a multi-culturatiance

We can usefully use these headings to mark stagethe development of the
presentation, with an emphasis on the process takeer, our reflections on the
issues and challenges we experienced, whether tbases might be a result of our
different cultural perspectives and the degree a@damic enculturation indicated.

However, some difficulties emerged in maintainingfexive approach to this study.

As with Kraus & Sultana (2008), we decided to foars the cultural issues we
encountered during the production of the presamtatiVe wished to focus on the
“social in the individual account” (Kamler & Thoms02006, pp. 66-67), in order to
deepen our understanding of the cultural aspecigranip work. As VET teachers
working in multi-cultural contexts, we are endeawg to gain a deeper
understanding of the issues experienced by ouestads they undergo the transition

from one learning culture to another.

One major difficulty that the tutors experiencedninting up their ‘critical incidents’
was being able to “disentangle cultural from otlssues, including personal ones”
(Kraus & Sultana, 2008, pp. 68). Some of the Monhsme-group participants
encountered similar difficulties in discussing amdgting up our critical incidents. As
part-time and full-time students, we were at ddfdr stages of our academic
apprenticeships. We originated from five differamdrk environments with different

expertise, work-related and research skills, kndgéeand time constraints.

Negotiation and selection of the thematic thenth®presentation

As part of the preparation for the Malta preseatgteach home group was required

to read two core ‘readings’ and select one oth&clarwith a particular thematic
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focus. The readings were organised around six teeratated to the overall theme of

‘travelling pedagogies’.

Selecting one of the above themes was a protrastgdtiation process. This was
partly due to our diverse professional interesterifually a consensus was reached,
with ‘Workplace learning’ selected as the themet ttesonated with each of our

Australian VET workplaces.

E-mail discussions revealed differing use of woakel and academic terminology
among participants. It was necessary to negotfeeed understandings about the use

of language in order to reach a successful outcome.

Despite all participants in the home group beingiveaEnglish speakers, unlike
European participants who spoke other languagesisad “English as the language
medium” (Kraus & Sultana, 2008, p. 74), the diffigribackgrounds of some of the
academic apprentices meant that domain-specifigdj@d was sometimes evident,
representing a ‘cultural’ difference in itself. Oueflections indicated that the
immediacy of the spoken word during meetings sameti made communication and
immediate comprehension more difficult for sometipgrants. Our findings have
linked this to the different stages of academic rapficeship, professional
backgrounds, experiences of education and workp&srming and research focuses
among the five participants. Similarly, Watson (20p. 44) highlights the importance
of language for VET students who see TAFE as awmtto higher education - “The
transition from vocational to higher education ist ran easy pathway for some
students. Those admitted on the basis of a TAFErcawéten struggle to meet

university expectations regarding academic litetacy

Selection and development of the ‘innovative’ pnésigon format

Within the group, there was a spectrum of integireh of the guidelines for the task
that seemed to reflect the value differences and \&aching contexts of the
participants. The significance of this relateshe work of Hodkinson et al (2007, p.
420), who note that “the task for a cultural apptoto learning is to understand how

particular practices impact upon the learning opputies of the participants”.
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In our findings, one of the most pertinent diffite$ was around the medium of
communication involving the use of technology. Afee fair amount of discussion

concerning the type of format for the home grougspntation in Malta, it was agreed
that it would be presented in a web-based desgpuek arose concerning values,

timelines and perceptions of the task.

Delivery of the presentation to a multi-culturalcaence

We now recognise that our evaluations of the dffeness of this fifteen-minute
presentation were based on a set of assumptiomsdus workplace roles in VET, in
different learning cultures, rather than from oeweloping academic perspective. In
the ‘real’ classroom, we have more scope for expenting with ideas, evaluating the
effectiveness of the ‘lesson’ and then developiings’ or further extensions to the

concepts before presenting it again.

Conclusion

Developing and presenting a collaborative presemtatas a valuable component of
the professional learning experience, stimulatimguéed discussion and providing us
with valuable insights into transition processeslwed in undertaking an academic
apprenticeship and induction into a professionatmmuinity of learners. It highlighted
the difficulties and successes in working togethdth participants from diverse
fields, in what initially appeared a familiar, safed local environment and brought to

the foreground the cultural processes that arewedon forming a scholarly identity.

Throughout this reflective process, we have dewetlop greater sense of connection
with the VET research practices of professional$ researchers in other parts of the
world. ‘Imagined borders’ no longer exist for usur@lobal networks have increased

significantly and we now feel more connected to'¢hebal research world'.

As professional VET educators, we have realised tha are undergoing an

‘enculturation’ process in our academic apprentigesn the same way as many of
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our students, whether as a new Australian, secbhadee or mature-age learner
returning to study. As a student, participatingancross-cultural environment in
another country, our understanding and perspectige enhanced concerning non-
native English speaking students in our classrooms.

In the development and delivery of our presentation Malta, through our
involvement with our home group and our subseqtiedings, we have developed a
deeper awareness of different ‘cultures’ within imduals and groups. When
considering our large country, which includes siates and two territories with
individual ‘state borders’, ‘state cultures’, ‘citgultures’, ‘rural cultures’, ‘group
cultures’ and ‘family cultures’ and the implicat®of relocation and border crossings,
which is a way of life for many citizens, it is wrdtandable that cultural differences

will occur in opinions and levels of understandargong any group of people.

Participation in CROSSLIFE alerted the three awghorthe pedagogical implications
of teaching ethnically diverse students, espectalbge who are involved in transition
to a new learning culture. Parallels exist betwé#®n development of a scholarly
identity of VET teachers returning to post-graduatedies and second-chance

learners who are returning to study the seniorfaeates at a metropolitan TAFE.

In our view, it is essential that we widen our urstiending of cultural diversity in

individuals and groups, not looking on this asuargiling block to communication but
rather as a unique aid to enhance our existing ledge and personal, professional
and academic journeys. As one participant obser{Ratticipation gave me a better
understanding of myself as a learner in a cultaaitext, who could relate my

experiences to my students in VET who come fromynahffierent countries.”
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