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Abstract: This paper is based on a research project, ‘Keeping on Track (2010 – 2012)’ which  was an Australian Department of Education Employment and Workplace Relation’s Office of Learning and Teaching (OLT) funded project under the Leadership for Excellence in Learning and Teaching program. Leadership for Excellence projects build leadership capacity in ways consistent with the promotion and enhancement of learning and teaching in contemporary higher education. Keeping on Track focused on disciplinary and cross-disciplinary leadership to enhance learning and teaching through leadership capacity building in discipline structures, communities of practice and cross‐disciplinary networks, with an emphasis on strengthening teacher leader capabilities of lecturers involved in the teaching of Indigenous postgraduate coursework students. Keeping on Track consisted of an Australian Catholic University (ACU) and James Cook University (JCU) consortium, with ACU as the lead institution. Four findings became clear towards the end of the project:

1. the value of establishing a University Community of Practice (UCOP) in forming an intercultural space in which the process of teaching and learning is the focus;

2. that intercultural capabilities are required by both teachers and students to engage fully with the cultural interface of teaching and learning;

3. that this requires intercultural sensitivity; and,

4. that relationships are key to intercultural exchanges and building intercultural sensitivity.

It is hoped that this Conference Paper will encourage conversation about the critical importance of building intercultural capabilities for lecturers and students in a globalised world and participants will discuss the importance of establishing UCOP within and beyond the university or workplace for this purpose. 

Introduction and purpose

The overall purpose of Keeping on Track project
 was to clearly delineate and to improve teacher leadership practices across higher education institutions in Australia serving Indigenous postgraduate coursework students, as differentiated from practices in supervision of postgraduate research students. Keeping On Track promoted and supported strategic change in that it addressed and took action in an area that has been under-researched. Marshall (2006) states that studies that focus on the ‘how’ of development of leadership capability in learning and teaching are limited. It is the ‘how’ of teacher leadership which this project addressed, through the design and development of a ‘blueprint’ informed by the experiences of Indigenous postgraduate course work students and their teachers. These experiences were collected and documented through establishing University Communities of Practice (UCoP) at participating universities.

Teacher leadership

Teacher leadership is defined as the capacity for teachers to exercise leadership for teaching and learning within and beyond the classroom, and implies a redistribution of power and a re-alignment of authority within the institution (Harris & Muijs, 2008). It means creating the conditions in which people work together and learn together, where they construct and refine meaning leading to a shared purpose or set of goals. Teacher leadership is a shared and collective endeavor that can engage the many rather than the few, and is primarily concerned with enhanced leadership roles and decision-making powers for teachers without taking them out of the classroom. Teachers, who are leaders, lead within and beyond the classroom, identify with and contribute to a community of teacher learners and leaders, and influence others towards improved educational practice. Teacher leadership is characterized by a form of collective leadership in which teachers develop expertise by working collaboratively with peers, observing one another’s lessons and discussing pedagogy (Harris & Muijs, 2008). A central role of teacher leaders is one of helping colleagues to try out new ideas and to encourage them to adopt leadership roles. The emphasis on continuous learning and excellence in teaching can improve the quality of teachers, while the emphasis on spreading good practice to colleagues can lead to increasing the expertise of teachers throughout the school. 

Collegial practices and collective practice are at the core of building teacher leadership capabilities. Capabilities are viewed as an all-round human quality, an integration of knowledge, skills, personal qualities and understanding used appropriately and effectively not just in familiar and highly focused specialist contexts but also in response to new and changing circumstances (Stephenson, 2000; Duignan, 2006). Where teachers are able to work together on specific pedagogical tasks or with particular professional goals to achieve, there is evidence that this collaborative or collective activity can drive or at least contribute to transformation and improvement of their institutions (Harris & Muijs, 2008). Teacher leaders facilitate the working together of disparate knowledge systems, where the work of analysis and of acquiring knowledge applies to others as much as to oneself.  

Communities of Practice

The term “community of practice” emerged from Lave and Wenger’s (1991) study that explored learning in the apprenticeship model, where practice in the community enabled the apprentice to move from peripheral to full participation in community activities. Wenger, McDermott and Snyder (2002) describe communities of practice as: 

Groups of people who share a concern, a set of problems, or a passion about a topic, and who deepen their knowledge and expertise in this area by interacting on an ongoing basis. . . . (As they) accumulate knowledge, they become informally bound by the value that they find in learning together. Over time, they develop a unique perspective on their topic as well as a body of common knowledge, practices, and approaches. They also develop personal relationships and established ways of interacting. They may even develop a common sense of identity. They become a community of practice (pp. 4-5). 
CoPs are different from traditional organisations and learning situations, such as task forces or project teams. While a team starts with an assigned task, usually instigated and directed by an “authority” figure, a CoP does not have a formal, institutional structure within the organisation or an assigned task, so the focus may emerge from member negotiation and there is continual potential for new direction. CoPs encourage active participation and collaborative decision-making by individuals, as opposed to separated decision-making that is present in traditional organisations (Johnson, 2001). Members can assume different roles and hierarchical, authoritarian management is replaced by self-management and ownership of work (Collier & Esteban, 1999). The community focuses on completely authentic tasks and activities that include aspects of constructivism, such as addressing complex problems, facilitation, collaborative learning, and negotiated goals (Johnson, 2001). These characteristics provide an ideal environment for tertiary educators to share, debate and build their learning and teaching expertise, within a “safe” and supportive community of practice environment. 

CoPs take a variety of forms depending on their context; however they all share a basic structure. A community of practice is a unique combination of three fundamental elements (Wenger, 1998). These elements are a domain of knowledge that creates a common ground and sense of common identity, a community of people who care about the domain and create the social fabric of learning, and a shared practice that the community develops to be effective in its domain. In this case study the domain of knowledge and practice is learning and teaching postgraduate coursework, and the community consists of course leaders and postgraduate students.

Community of Practice assumptions of learning
The CoP approach is based on certain assumptions of how learning takes place, and also on a perspective of professional practice. These assumptions are:

(
Learning is fundamentally a social phenomenon.

(
Knowledge is integrated in the life of communities that share values, beliefs, languages, and ways of doing things.

(
The process of learning and the process of membership in a CoP are inseparable.

(
Knowledge is inseparable from practice.

(
Empowerment – the ability to contribute to a community – creates the potential for learning. 

According to Wenger et al. (2002), CoPs vary in size (ranging from a few people to thousands of members), life span (long-lived or short-lived), location (co-located or distributed), membership (homogeneous or heterogeneous), boundaries (within businesses, across business units, across organisational boundaries), and formality (spontaneous or intentional, unrecognised or institutionalised). This diverse membership, ranges from old-timers (masters, mentors) to novices. Through legitimate peripheral participation novices learn from mentors, and then eventually participate fully in the CoP (Lave & Wenger, 1991). Initially the novices are not fully aware of the norms, values, and resources of the CoP but eventually they learn from the core members who are experts of the field. Learning also occurs at the boundaries as learners may not fully participate directly in a specific activity, but participate on the periphery (Altalib, 2002).

Barab and Duffy (2000) suggest that CoPs have three main characteristics:

(
A common culture and historical heritage. CoPs have a significant history and members share a common historical heritage, with shared practices, goals and meanings.

(
An interdependent system. Members of a CoP work and interconnect to the community, sharing purpose and identity.

(
A reproduction cycle. CoPs take in new members (peripheral members) who then become practitioners and guide the community into the future.

Communities of practice in the Australian higher education context 

An online search to identify CoPs in Australian higher education institutions found limited evidence of reported CoPs on university web sites, although literature searches and personal contacts identified the existence of informal or planned implementation of CoPs. The Australian National University has a Carrick Institute for Learning and Teaching in Higher Education grant to investigate leadership in teaching and learning using a CoP approach, Griffith University’s School of Business has a CoP centred around learning and teaching issues and Deakin University has established two teaching fellowships through their Institute for Teaching and Learning to implement CoPs across the University. Other examples are references to resources provided for communities of practice in learning and teaching by the flexible support and development network at the University of New South Wales and the call for CoPs to support transnational educators at Southern Cross University (Dunn & Wallace, 2005). The University of Southern Queensland probably has the most well-established COPs (McDonald& Star, 2006),

Historically COPs are more suited to industry and training organisations, but the case study at ‘The University’ in this paper suggests that a University Community of Practice (UCOP) is an innovative means of regenerating current learning and teaching practice, and that they are a particularly appropriate way of building a dynamic academic community striving to address the range of issues facing postgraduate coursework Indigenous students. Cox (2006) suggests that CoPs create opportunities for mutual learning, align with learning organisation theory and practice, can meet the demands of rapid change, and are well suited to higher education. 

Methods and Procedures
The number of informants, participating universities and location of sites were determined by the outcome of an extensive search of government reports, individual university handbooks and their annual reports, and reports made by key organisations such as National Indigenous Postgraduate Association Aboriginal Corporation (NIPAAC) and Indigenous Higher Education Advisory Council (IHEAC). This identified cohorts of students, specific postgraduate programs and cohorts of teachers of these programs. The three main research questions were:

a. what are the teaching and learning experiences of current and past Indigenous postgraduate students? 

b. what are the teaching and learning experiences of their lecturers?

c. what are the implications of these experiences for strengthening teacher leadership capabilities for the teaching and learning of Indigenous postgraduate students?
Keeping On Track used two methodologies: quantitative, in the form of an online survey designed to collect responses to several statements; and qualitative, in the form of interviews and focus group discussions. The online survey for both students and lecturers required responses to several statements that focused on teaching and learning. Interviews and focus group discussion were facilitated through the establishment and operation of University Communities of Practice (UCOPs) at three participating Universities (Sites A, B, and C), with each UCOP meeting at least three times during Semester One, 2012. A project team member assisted with establishing and coordinating the UCOP activities by developing a UCOP Facilitator guide, conducting UCOP Facilitator training, and providing ongoing support and assistance to UCOPs.

Broadly speaking, the UCoP facilitators at Sites A, B and C recruited participants and undertook the data collecting activities. The interview questions developed by the project coordinator were asked and recorded with the process generally taking between fifteen and twenty minutes. The mp3 files were sent to a transcribing service and sent back to the project coordinator. This process generally took around five to seven days. The manuscripts were then de-identified. Individual interviews were coded based on recurring themes and topics, underlying context of individual voices, participant histories, campuses and disciplines.  These were then collated and main themes cross referenced for similarities and differences between teaching staff and students. As a measure to eliminate dominant participant voices interviews were analysed as a collective according to a priori codes of original interview schedule, questions and topics that arose organically, recurring themes and organic changes following interview rounds, focus group activity and Community of Practice meetings.

Results
When asked for their opinions on how they felt about participating in the UCoP and its suitability for further use, one response was that “the UCoP is not a new concept to Aboriginal people ... generally speaking, a group of people getting together in community consultation, collaboration and decision-making, sometimes of mixed gender and different ages is representative of cultural practice and still is now (KOTS1
)”.  Even though the student participants’ candid responses suggested some reservations, their feelings mostly indicated that the idea of using COP principles as a means of gathering field texts had legitimacy and was worth investigating as a continuing method. 

In creating a relaxed physical space, students had the option of choosing their time and level of participation according to their preferred social and cultural communication practices. Conversations evolved with the students deciding on how and when they contributed and the field texts emerged as narrative rather than prescriptive answers. In a group situation there was space for physical silences, cultural knowledge silences, and gender and age priorities; for example, who could speak, when they could speak, when it was time to defer to others. The situations also acknowledged the multiplicity of life experiences, subjectivities and individual personalities. Accordingly, the use of discussion groups as a means of collecting field texts did not necessarily suit all participants and alternative options were discussed. 

At the same time, the UCoP operated as a dialogic space where students entered relationships with the other participating students as both narrators and members of an audience. As a result they would construct the self through a process of re-envisioning their life experiences as Indigenous tertiary postgraduate students and lecturers. In borrowing from Wortham (2001, p. 7), the sharing, comparing and sorting of stories with others helped the students and academics to express and manage multiple, sometimes fragmented or contradictory selves. Operating as an open conversational space extended the dimensions and possibilities of discourses beyond the narrowing scope of formal focus groups. Sampson (1993, p. 97) described conversations between people as "communication in action" and that as they dominated our lives, it was time that they were taken seriously as a tool for counteracting the mono-logic construction of Western privilege. 

While the students found related concepts among their varied experiences, it remained clear that differences between individuals were present regardless of any commonalities that existed in their groups. They had their Indignity in common but may have had little else in common pertaining to their backgrounds, affiliations and goals. Individuals in the groups brought with them to the discussions awareness of such diversity among all group members and served to dispel the notion of the binary Indigenous/non-Indigenous category (including an essentialist Indigenous category) in which either could be positioned as the Other. Indigenous students did not want to talk about their Otherness and wanted to celebrate it through a dialogic alternative (Sampson, 1993, p. 14). In providing an alternate space for voice freedom, all participants could have the opportunity to express themselves, which included not only defending their positions but also making effective use of those opportunities for significant change. Within a designated space, Indigenous students, in particular, could perhaps negotiate those margins, gaps and locations where agency could be found. This was how the facilitators hoped the students would view their participation. 

The UCoP encouraged a flow of ideas and cultivated deeper conceptual thinking. However, the use was limited, if not inhibited, by time.  The development of thick description as the flow of ideas may move too quickly for detailed development of stories and ideas. Therefore, having the option of one-on-one conversations at a later date, which did happen, proved successful. That allowed them more time to individually build on stories and ideas raised in the UCoP and provided privacy for revealing things that perhaps were too personal or sensitive to disclose in their group situations.  Within the climate of the UCoP the students were able to speak relatively freely and, by interpreting and giving meaning to their experiences, could be able to access a process of "conscientisation" that Freire (1985, p. 68) proposes, of not only being in the world but with the world, together with others. In this sense then the students were making conscious contributions; attempting to construct something meaningful and coherent to further our understanding as well as their own. 

Bruner (1987, pp. 19, 21) discusses the developing "empowerment and subjective enrichment" of the individual's performance in the group allowing that person to stand back from the unfolding story as one who is neither formed by nor owns experience. He also speaks of an undercurrent of consciousness in which there is a shift in the narratives from expository to perspectival language and the person becomes a protagonist in his or her own story. In one of the discussions a student could "see" her shifting position as she interacted in the dialogue with seemingly "empowered" other Indigenous students: 

 [life experience] changes your perception of what success is, what failure is ... just today I've seen something ... 'failure is an event, not a person' ... and that's it you know ... so it's how you do it and what you want to get out of it really (KOTS1). I'm getting there ... I'm working at it now (KOTS2). I just know it's all happening in this time and space right now where my whole life is changing both internally, spiritually (KOTS3).

This story, as did those of the other students, became not merely an articulated reflection of their individual university experiences but products of engaging in the social networks of the group (Gergen, 1994, p. 22). 
Discussion and Conclusion

A strong focus on building relationships with students echoed across UCoP sites, with lecturers giving voice to the importance of these relationships in terms of supporting off-campus, remote and distance students.  This voicing, like most other aspects of Indigenous postgraduate by coursework factors, is complex, and multifaceted.  As a way in to discussing relationships as the central underpinning theme in the data analysis, let us take a brief look, at the relationship mismatches between staff and students that result in difficulty when it comes to meeting student need.

From the student perspective, community is the primary consideration. Effects of study on community, positions of responsibility and family obligations serve to provide support, and also to inhibit performance.  While academic performance is the goal, and as such is diametrically positioned – community must be situated in the middle.  For many students, community is the driving factor behind the desire for academic and professional achievement.  After this come peer interactions and strength drawn from peers, interactions and support from academics, and finally institutional affiliation and recognition of the institution as a limiting or liberating factor.

Compare this to the experiences of academic staff who unanimously mention the institution and governmental restrictions, in terms of limiting or prohibiting factors in student success and improved outcomes.  For staff, the institution, policies, funding and commonwealth agenda’s fill the position of community; something that both supports, and inhibits the goal of improved outcomes for students.  Efforts to create constructs and institutional frameworks to support student capacity are usually sought through external funding.  In this model the students are diametrically linked to the academics – as the students represent the primary area of concern, but between the academic and the student lie the institutional and governmental obstructions.  For example, in response to the Bradley Report (2008), universities have been directed to become more efficient and self- supporting. This readily translates to institutions narrowing the curricula with a strong emphasis on retaining only those subjects and degrees that demonstrate income generation. Therefore, community engagement comes last primarily though lack of time, resources and funding – not because of lack of willingness or desire.

The notion that improved outcomes for students need be negotiated through institutional funding is certainly not new, or surprising, and in terms of relationships as a central theme rests on the idea that relationships between academics and institutions, while essential to maintaining student support, are strained.  The issue of funding, workplace formula and academic workload is recurring, and underlies improved outcomes, evoking the notion of improved outcome for academic staff as intimately connected to improved outcomes for students.

The desire for community that supports, renews, refreshes and motivates is reflected throughout data as the most central, consistent theme, and is voiced by students and teaching staff alike. Beyond the need for a professional community that supports academics to support their students, is the need for personal relationships between staff, students, community and peers, that nourishes meaning and supports motivation:

We want a personal relationship, we connect more and that’s a different cultural thing too.  We’re looking to connect to our lecturers and our tutors personally…I think we have a different desire… its relationship based, we want to be able to connect to the person…”  (KOTS3). To me having a safe place or a safe base is about being together and building relationships and building trust and all that kind of stuff in an environment where you’re together...  (KOTS9). It is necessary to develop solid relationships with students – to understand their backgrounds… If students trust you and you trust them, and you respect them and they respect you – if there’s genuine care in that process… you actually have to care (KOTL3.) 

Relationships remained central to students’ reflections, and were discussed in terms of student success, engagement, motivation, authentic assessment, incorporation of Indigenous worldviews and types of knowledge, institutional and interpersonal racism, increasing postgraduate coursework student numbers, and the meaning of postgraduate qualifications to the individual and community. 

Fostering intangibles such as meaning and relationships within an institutional environment need not be as difficult as it initially appears, after all, universities are filled with people, and our innate tendency is to seek relationships with those around us.   However, the inhibiting factor in these relationships is the disembodied institution.  Preliminary data suggests that we have open to us a pathway that can bring the mismatched relationships into closer alignment. Shared meaning and strong relationships assist in breaking down, or reducing cultural and linguistic barriers.  Independent research subjects have the potential to truly engage students in ways that echo the sentiment:  

to me our motivations have to be about improving our mob...for our communities and for our families…I think the way in which our mob live in the world, the fact that we’re people centered and our value systems, make a huge contribution to the world we live in.  It’s not just about our mob it’s for everybody too. (KOTS11).

Recommendations

The Keeping on Track data revealed that most of the Indigenous coursework students are pursuing postgraduate study on a part time and/or external basis. Most of these students attend university only for block residential periods. They are of mature age and many are working full time. Some have young families and juggle work, home and study responsibilities. University study is very high up on the list of priorities as many are the first and sometimes only member in their families to attend a tertiary institution. Some are accepted into postgraduate study based on recognition of prior learning which in itself adds to the challenges of tertiary study. 
Data analysis uncovered the urgency for building relationships through intercultural understandings. This was critical to improving the experiences of postgraduate coursework Indigenous students and their lecturers. The challenge for Indigenous students is to recognise the “cultural interface” (Nakata, 2007), that is a place “where the possibilities for producing more useful ‘intersubjective’ understanding clearly reside” (Nakata et al., 2008, p. 143), requiring the development of academic skills that equip Indigenous students with “tools for engagement” with the content of Western disciplines. The flip-side to this, is the requirement for non-Indigenous academics to acquire similar tools of engagement, however these tools are neither specific Indigenous or non-Indigenous tools. The space that the engagement takes place is not one or the other, it is a negotiated space, a both ways/intercultural one.

Aboriginal people have been suggesting an alternative educational ideology for many years, referred to as ‘both ways’ (Ober & Bat, 2007), which is ‘a way of talking about the knowledge systems of two cultures working together’ (Marika, Ngurruwutthun & White 1992, p. 28). At its simplest, ‘both ways’ is about the linking and intersection of two cultural worlds where through the encounter an overlap occurs (Frawley & Fasoli, 2012).  The overlap is the intercultural space.

‘The perspectives on interculturalism and ‘both ways’ can be synthesised to identify a number of common features: mutuality in recognising that a space for collaboration in search of shared meaning is a desirable and achievable state, and the benefits it generates for those engaged; valuing diversity and authentic relationships; and, reciprocity (Frawley & Fasoli, 2012).  An essential ‘tool of engagement’ is respectful relationships. Respectful relationships built on successful intercultural interactions are at the heart of working with postgraduate Indigenous students.  Together with teaching the skills of research, writing and communicating at postgraduate level, it is critical that as part of the engagement process, the players (the students and academics) interact successfully with each other.  In an intercultural space, this requires certain capabilities for all players.

In the early 2000s, the literature on leadership frequently described it in terms of a set of ‘competencies’. Current literature overwhelmingly rejects this approach. Instead, it recognises leadership as inherently bound to particular contexts; sees professional performance as an interrelated whole rather than as a list of skills; and sees the skills themselves in terms of a continuum rather than a yes or no checklist. Instead of competencies, it may be better to use Duigan’s (2006) concept of ‘capabilities’, in which skills must be associated with confidence, commitment, character and judgment in order to be effective. Analysis of the data in the Keeping on Track’ project confirms the importance of the above concept. This is also aligned with Universities Australia (2011) when discussing the notice of culture competence  to include “the ability to critically reflect on one’s own culture and professional paradigms in order to understand its cultural limitations and effect positive change.” 

The UNESCO guidelines on intercultural education (2006) state that intercultural education cannot be just a simple ‘add on’ and so it needs to address wider teaching and learning. Further, to be engaged in an intercultural process, ‘is a releasing experience for each of the cultures involved leading to an awareness of the limits that are inherent to our own cultures and worlds’ (Coll 2004, 28). From this basis, meaningful dialogue can occur in order to shape and negotiate the development of the intercultural space. This requires intercultural reasoning that ‘emphasizes the processes and interactions which unite and define the individuals and the groups in relation to each other’ (Abdallah-Pretceille 2006, 476). Therefore, the capabilities that inform an intercultural blueprint applies both equally to students and their teachers. It is suggested by Keeping on Track that all participants in a postgraduate coursework context – whether Indigenous or non-Indigenous – be viewed as working together, and not apart, and that intercultural capabilities apply equally to both. 

The Keeping On Track project aimed to answer three research questions focused on the Indigenous postgraduate coursework experience by collecting and analysing the teaching and learning experiences of Indigenous students and their teachers in postgraduate coursework programs. Project end aims were to consider the implications of the data collected, and make recommendations for strengthening teacher leadership capabilities in the teaching and learning of Indigenous postgraduate students through the development of a teacher leadership capabilities framework which would be developed, trialed and evaluated.  Four things have become abundantly clear in the project:

1. the value of UCoP in forming an intercultural space in which the process of teaching and learning is the focus;

2. that intercultural capabilities are required by both teachers and students to engage fully with the cultural interface of teaching and learning; 

3. that this requires intercultural sensitivity (Bennett, 2004); and, 

4. that relationships are key to intercultural exchanges and building intercultural sensitivity.

The main recommendation resulting from the Keeping On Track project is recommendation for encouraging intercultural development through student/teacher encounters facilitated through the establishment of UCoP. This can be best described as an intercultural encounter for those engaged in the teaching and learning of Indigenous students in postgraduate coursework programs, with the knowledge that this encounter can extend beyond the Indigenous and non-Indigenous context. This understanding has the capacity to be very effective in any situation where cultural and linguistic differences are evident and acknowledged. This encounter, in the context of a UCoP, illustrates that intercultural capability is a process – a lifelong process – and there is no one point at which an individual becomes completely interculturally capable, although it is a developmental process where those engaged in the encounter develop over a number of intercultural sensitivity stages (Bennett, 2004).  Thus, it is important to pay as much attention to the development process – of how one acquires the necessary knowledge, skills, attitudes and outcomes – as one does to encounter and as such, critical reflection becomes a powerful engagement tool in the process of working at the cultural interface (Nakata, 2007).

Intercultural capabilities unfortunately do not “just happen” for most; instead, they must be intentionally addressed. Intentionally addressing intercultural capabilities development at the tertiary level through programs, orientations, experiences, and courses – for both our domestic students, both Indigenous and non-Indigenous, and international students is essential if we are to graduate global-ready and global-aware students and academics. Having a blueprint for intercultural capabilities such as the one discussed in this chapter can help guide our efforts in ensuring a more comprehensive, integrated approach.

Since intercultural capabilities are not a naturally occurring phenomenon, we must be intentional about addressing this at our institutions- through curricular and co-curricular efforts. In utilising such a blueprint in our orientations, our efforts toward developing intercultural capabilities in our students and academics can be included in a more comprehensive, integrated approach instead of through random, ad-hoc approaches that often occur. It is also important that we assess our efforts – both to improve what we are doing to develop intercultural capabilities among students and academics and to also provide meaningful feedback that could aid everyone on their intercultural journey. Developing Intercultural capabilities is complex but doable, and absolutely essential in moving the field toward a greater understanding of teaching and learning in an intercultural world.
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