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Het veld van vrijwilligerswerk geeft een uitstekend voorbeeld van de kloof

tussen de academie en de praktijk. Zoals de literatuur vaak laat zien, hebben

definities die ontwikkeld worden bij de verzameling van empirische gege-

vens over vrijwilligerswerk een grote invloed op de bevindingen. Bovendien

dekken zij niet altijd de volledige realiteit van het veld. Zeker in verband met

de invoering van de Wmo in januari 2007 wordt het voor degenen, die betrok-

ken zijn bij het ontwikkelen van kennis over vrijwilligerswerk, in toenemende

mate belangrijk om te communiceren en samen te werken met degenen die

betrokken zijn bij het vormgeven van de praktijk. Alleen op deze manier is het

zeker dat relevante kennis in ontwikkeling blijft en dat het veld zich naar bre-

dere inzichten ontwikkelt.

Het artikel van Nancy Macduff en Ellen Netting is één van de eerste syste-

matische pogingen om het concept van ‘pracademisch’ onderzoek binnen de

context van non-profitorganisaties en vrijwillige inzet te concretiseren. 

Bijzonder interessant voor de lezers van ViO is de bespreking van de drie va-

rianten: de betrokkene wetenschapper, de reflectieve praktijkmens en het

samenwerkende team. In het veld van vrijwillige inzet in Nederland en

Vlaanderen zijn direct herkenbare voorbeelden van ieder van deze varianten.

Het opstellen van speciale leerstoelen in Vrijwilligerswerk, Civil Society en

Maatschappelijk Betrokken Ondernemen (Erasmus Universiteit Rotterdam),

Actief Burgerschap (Universiteit van Amsterdam) en vergelijkbare thema’s is

kenmerkend voor de betrokken wetenschappelijke benadering. In het tijd-

schrift ViO verschijnen regelmatig talrijke artikelen die geschreven zijn door

reflecterende praktijkmensen van MOVISIE (voorheen CIVIQ), Volunteering

England en andere organisaties die werken vanuit de praktijk. Er blijft nog

ruimte voor de ontwikkeling van de idee van samenwerkende teams in dit

opzicht. Om dit te realiseren moet er aandacht zijn voor de valkuilen aan bei-

de kanten van de kloof, zoals beschreven in de paragraaf Challenges faced

by pracademics. 

Deze discipline- en contextoverschrijdende dialoog maakt deel uit van de

missie van ViO en bevat de kern van de moeilijkheden waar het tijdschrift in

zijn eerste vijf jaar tegenaan is gelopen. Naast een aantal logistieke zaken,

heeft het tijdschrift klaarblijkelijk met een relevantiecrisis te maken, waarbij

de academische aspecten van de publicatie haar belang voor de praktijk gro-

tendeels maskeren, terwijl de nadruk op toepassing het tijdschrift van het

academische radarscherm weerhoudt. De concepten die in dit artikel zijn

opgesteld kunnen als een springplank dienen voor het ontwikkelen van pra-

cademische samenwerking op het terrein van vrijwilligerswerk in Neder-

land en Vlaanderen.
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Introduction

The term practitioner is currently in vogue in nonpro-

fit, professional and volunteerism circles. Essentially, a

practitioner is one who “practices” but beyond that

here is no one norm or set of expectations for what

exactly a practitioner is or what they do, and the poten-

tial variation among practitioners makes it difficult to

superimpose any such classification scheme. So diver-

se is this nebulous term that any attempt to classify

such persons would be like trying to keep the lid on a

jack-in-box. Practitioners literally pop up everywhere!

The term academician, on the other hand, is a more fo-

cused concept because it implies that a person has cast

their lot with the academy, usually found in the form

of a college or university. These settings are a little

more prescribed and more easily categorized than

practice arenas in that they are subject to various

forms of credentialing by authoritative bodies that

comprise the academic enterprise called “higher edu-

cation.” Thus, academics are tethered to their respecti-

ve silos, professional schools, disciplinary depart-

ments, and other units.  Thus if practitioners are meta-

phorical jacks-in-the-box springing into an incredible

array of actions, the wheels of academe move more

like the speed of chess, in a thoughtful but often pon-

derous manner. Carrying the metaphor a bit farther,

the academic may be more inclined to study how the

jack-in-the-box works than to actually turn the handle.

We smiled as we read the distinction between the two

terms in the Riverside Webster’s II Dictionary for a prac-

titioner is “a professional or practical worker,” while an

academic is “scholarly as opposed to technical or prac-

tical, with theoretical interest only, having no practical

application” (1996, p. 4).  We noticed that in later versi-

ons of various dictionaries that the terms were more

politically correct, no longer referring to the work of

the academic as having no practical application, but

we are also aware that the term pracademian appeared

in the 1980s when these definitions were representati-

ve of the prevailing perceptions of practitioners and
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academicians. Perhaps the term implied an attempt on

the part of pracademics to demonstrate their relevance

in contributing to practical application! 

It should come as little surprise then that the blending

of the word “practitioner” with the word “academic” is

even more a deviation from already muddy expectati-

ons. And this presents an anomaly. For if the term

practitioner is incredibly broad, encompassing a wide

assortment of fields of practice, and being an academi-

cian indicates that a broad range of professional and

disciplinary persons are tethered to the higher educati-

on enterprise, categorizing this strange and unusual

hybrid of the two is quite a challenge. 

Thus, the term pracademic requires a deeper under-

standing of assumptions and beliefs around a term that

is being used in the nonprofit and volunteerism arena.

In this paper, we explore the genesis, use and assump-

tions of the term and describe three approaches used

by pracademics to study nonprofits and volunteerism.  

We are biased in that we believe the environment of

nonprofits and voluntary action is richer through the

work of those who deviate from their personal norm as

an academic or practitioner. In this bridging process,

the practitioner works more efficiently and effectively

through the review of the research and theories of the

academy, while, the academician constructs theory

and empirically tests premises in order to provide the

evidence for what practitioners do (Franklin & Hop-

son, 2007).

The impetus for this paper is several years old. The

authors, one a practitioner and the other an academic,

began writing about the relationship between the two

sides of the pracademic equation in the 1990s (Mac-

duff & Netting, 2000).  The Association for Research on

Nonprofits and Voluntary Action (ARNOVA) for the

past few years has had a small collection of individuals

who referred to themselves as pracademics, informal-

ly purporting to span the chasm between the world of

practice and that of theory.  In 2005, a dozen or more

members of ARNOVA began the process of creating a

Section called Pracademics.  But, the dilemma remai-

ned, what exactly is the definition of this term and

what makes a pracademic a pracademic in the context

of nonprofits and volunteerism, work or study?  

Background

Cultural Differences

In a provocative article Wildman (2002) labels activist

writing as ‘pracademic’ because the activist seeks

change and takes action first then reflects on the pro-

cess, as compared to the academic who reflects and

ponders first in the world of ideas.  Activists disclose

their positions in the actions they pursue, whereas the

academician “tends to valorize the objective impartial

option of various scenarios,” not having to take a stand

(p. 224). The cultures in which activists and academics

perform lead one to be on stage and the other behind

the scenes. Wildman points out that theoretical deba-

tes and philosophical discourse have less permanence,

than actions which are more concrete. 

Wildman’s comparison is relevant in discussing the

term pracademic, for the distinction between the cul-

tural communities in which practitioners and acade-

mics often find themselves.  Along with Wenger (1998)

he saw a distinction in the concept of “communities of

practice” 

In our work together, we have found our respective

worlds have revealed differences that define practitio-

ner and academic communities and cultures. Howe-

ver, coming from different professional cultures was

not as difficult as coming from different organizational

cultures. Our fields of adult education and social work

are highly compatible in their professional norms. We

both move in and out of education and human service

organizations as we do our work. The applied nature of

professional social work and adult education are high-

ly compatible, thus contributing to our joint socializati-

on for collaboration.

However, organizationally, the norms of our respective

A Cultural Anomaly

Role Reversal
In most projects Ellen brings her breadth of know-
ledge of theory to the project and Nancy scouts out
the practical real world situations that illustrate the
theory.
In an early project the roles reversed.  Nancy stum-
bled on a wide array of information in the adult edu-
cation literature on the influence of culture on colla-
boration, most specifically that between all women
collaborators , and those that include men and wo-
men.  Ellen highlighted this research and thinking
with some illustrations from the land of the universi-
ty.
We early on learned that moving easily between the
world of the academy and the world of practice is a
characteristic of the person comfortable defining
themselves as a pracademic.
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cultures are highly different. Nancy is grounded in the

daily practice of volunteer managers who must have

excellent technical and interpersonal skills. Her world

is one of responding to the requests of various indivi-

duals, groups, and organizations who are often strug-

gling with how to deal with competing forces in a time

of limited resources. She runs her own consulting firm

and literally has to be responsive to the “real world” of

practice or cease to exist economically.

Ellen, on the other hand, is a tenured full professor in a

large urban university. She is rewarded for thinking,

conducting research, and publishing. Whereas Nancy

publishes, her work is highly practical, targeted to per-

sons who work at the grass-roots level. In the academic

environment, although lip service in professional

schools is given to the importance of applied research

and practical implications, the larger university cheris-

hes the pursuit of highly intellectual approaches to

knowledge building. The reward systems in these two

cultures are very different – the more practical publi-

cations the practitioner can sell will make a difference

in her ability to maintain a consultancy role and in

what readers will use; whereas the more scholarly a

publication is within academe, the more it will be valu-

ed in the academy.

Fortunately, for this collaboration we are seasoned pro-

fessionals who are respected in our different arenas.

Therefore we can afford to collaborate since we have

established individual credibility long ago. This aspect

of freedom to collaborate cannot be underestimated in

understanding what drives collaboration.

Walker, Golde, Jones, Bueschel and Hutchings (2007)

write about the development of an intellectual com-

munity in a recent article in the Chronicle of Higher

Education.  Beginning with a story of how new docto-

ral students negotiate the waters of academe, seeking a

group of peers who will share their passion, they re-

port on a five year study by The Carnegie Foundation

for the Advancement of Teaching.  At the doctoral le-

vel, the foundation involved 84 departments in six

fields. “Larger than the sum of its activities and struc-

tures, intellectual community is both a reflection and a

product of the rich exchange of ideas and perspectives

that characterize scholarly life at its best.  It is know-

ledge centered but also relationship based” (p. B8). 

In terms of the cultures of our diverse settings (practi-

ce settings and academic arenas), it appears that the

“domain” is somewhat different in that the former

seeks an action-oriented (a doing) purpose and the lat-

ter quests for thinking (knowing). “Community-wise,”

the cultures have different artifacts that form their fa-

bric in which practitioners come together in diverse

settings and academics encounter one another in the

hallways of learning. And the “practice” of the two cul-

tures reveals different emphases and artifacts in which

actions and outcomes are the currency, whereas the

building of knowledge and new ideas comprise the cul-

ture of the academy. 

Given these different cultures, there has been a ten-

dency to dichotomize their inhabitants, as if practitio-

ners and academics were separate entities.  But it has

long been realized that this simplistic dichotomy does

not tell the full story.  Thus, we now turn to the origins

of that elusive anomaly – the pracademic.

The Origins of Pracademic and

Interdisciplinary/Interprofessional Use of the

Term

The term “pracademic” does not appear to be owned

by any one profession or discipline, so we searched for

its origins across fields. Volpe and Chandler (2001) pla-

ced the origins of pracademicians within the academy

from which they ventured out into the real world of

practice to play a role in resolving conflicts. 

In the late 1980s a group of academics interested in de-

veloping nonprofit management as a discipline, gathe-

red at what became known as The Clarion Conference

to develop potential curriculum. A parenthetical re-

mark in the published paper that emerged from that

experience indicated that a substantial number of at-

tendees “adopted the moniker pracademician to reflect

their hybrid status as academicians with significant ex-

perience as nonprofit practitioners” (Rubin, Adamski,

& Block, 1989, p. 280).

Today the terms pracademician or pracademic (we are

using them interchangeably in this article) have rea-

ched maturity, having appeared in the literature for al-

most 30 years.  It is a term that seems to transcend pro-

fession or discipline, likely to appear in a variety of pla-

ces.

For example, The Division of Public Administration at

Northern Illinois University has a newsletter titled

Pracademics having been online since 2001. Public ad-

ministration journals seem particularly likely to use

the term pracademic in describing the role of a transla-

tor between various groups (see for example, Hanbury,

2004; Nalbandian, 1994, Ospina & Dodge, 2005; Price,
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2001).  Dr. Greg Walker, a professor of Forestry, at Ore-

gon State University, did a presentation in June 2007

titled “Connecting Research and Practice:  A “Pracade-

mic’s Perspective.” (Walker, 2007)  The American Law

Library Association publication, Spectrum, ran an arti-

cle in late December 2007 titled “It’s Pracademic.” Its

emphasis is on “maximizing efficiencies in the law li-

brary school curriculum with real world projects”

(Shea, 2007).  Crossing the Atlantic finds an essay by

Vicky Reynolds (MSc/Diploma Voluntary Sector Ma-

nagement) on the pracademic character of her acade-

mic program in England.  Even the American Bar Asso-

ciation has resources for pracademics. It publishes

“Creative problem solver's handbook for negotiators

and mediators : a pracademic approach” by John W

Cooley;  (American Bar Association. Section of Dispute

Resolution.; Association for Conflict Resolution.)

The term pracademic, where theory and practice colli-

de, is alive and well in fields well beyond that of non-

profits and volunteerism.  However, a search for ap-

proaches to being a pracademic are not as obvious in

the literature.  The assumption in most of the above

examples was that a pracademic was an academic,

with an interest in practice or who brought practice ex-

perience to the academy.  But, the article to alter libra-

ry curriculum is aimed at arming librarians with both

sound theory and practice in equal parts.  This is so

that they can be more effective in the world of practice.  

Dictionaries and Wikipedia had no definition for this

term. While commonly used, across disciplines, it

would seem that there are no commonly held pracade-

mic definitions, models or approaches.  We think it is

important to consider how the pracademic actually

works within and across practitioner and academic

cultures.

Three Approaches

In our experience, it appears that in the field of non-

profit and voluntary action there are three approaches

to pracademic work: 1) the engaged scholar, 2), the re-

flective practitioner, and 3) the collaborative team.  We

will briefly examine each of these three.

The Engaged Scholar

First, practitioners often move to academic arenas.

This is often what occurs in many professional schools.

Professional schools may actually require that faculty

hires have practice experience since they will be pre-

paring the next generation of practitioners.  In schools

of social work, for example, faculty are not allowed to

teach practice courses unless they have at least two ye-

ars (sometimes more) of post MSW practice experien-

ce. Direct practice or “clinical” social work faculty are

often allowed to maintain a limited private practice in

order to maintain their practice skills. 

We are calling this type of pracademian the engaged

scholar because the assumption is that the academici-

an will continue their development as a professional so

that their teaching and research are informed by their

field of practice. The term “engaged” is highly intentio-

nal because it comes from the current push in universi-

ty settings to “engage” the community (Hardy & Phil-

lips, 1998). Recently the University with which Ellen is

affiliated appointed a Vice President of Community

Engagement and the School of Social Work created a

new position, Associate Dean of Community Engage-

ment. A university level community engagement ini-

tiative is now funding research projects in which more

than one unit (discipline, profession) within the uni-

versity partners with community-based organizations.

This is happening in universities across the country. So

the “engaged” scholar has one foot in the academy but

another foot in the community.

Momentum is mounting for universities to engage in

community partnerships, often a result of outside fun-

ding pressures to leverage relationships between prac-

titioners and researchers. Heyl (1997) says the value of

academic and practitioner research is that it increases

the relevancy of the findings for those involved. These

include but are not limited to enhancement of mutual

interest and respect, offering the opportunity to enrich

the discipline and the lives of people practicing in vari-

ous arenas. True collaborations between academics

and practitioners are qualitatively different from

anything done by the parties working alone (Jarvis,

1999). Gaps previously identified between persons in

academe and in practice appear to be narrowing as va-

rious forces push toward collaboration. There is a gro-

wing recognition that social science researchers must

be open to hearing the voices of persons in the field of

practice and must engage in dialogue that connects re-

searchers and practitioners (Huber, Borders, Netting,

& Kautz, 1997). The growing area of action research is

focused on the connections between persons in local

communities or organizations that have identified pro-

blems collaborating with researchers as co-learners in

A Cultural Anomaly
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a highly interactive approach to research. In this

movement by universities to engage the community,

there appear to be more and more academicians refer-

ring to themselves as pracademics.

The Reflective Practitioner

The second approach to becoming a pracademic is

exemplified by the practitioner with academic procli-

vities.  Unlike the engaged scholar who wants to re-

main or become connected to the practice community,

the reflective practitioner (Schon, 1983) is an inhabi-

tant of the practice community who continues to live

the experience.  However, reflective practitioners res-

pect the scholarly community and may actually enga-

ge in scholarship as value added to what they normally

do in their daily work.

This type of pracademic is the ideal person with whom

the engaged scholar wants to partner. Not only are

they interested in community-based research but they

will assist faculty in interpreting and translating fin-

dings to audiences that may not identify as pracade-

mics but who have invaluable inside information on

the communities being studied. Reflective practitio-

ners work in the world of practice but have inclinati-

ons to combine research theory with practical applica-

tion of solutions. 

The move toward reflective practice is exemplified in

the evidence-based practice movement that began in

medicine and has permeated every other profession in

the country (Shlonsky & Stern, 2007). Competing defi-

nitions and misconceptions of what evidence-based

means have been discussed elsewhere (Netting &

O’Connor, forthcoming).  But for our purposes, the evi-

dence-based practice movement assumes that practiti-

oners want to learn from what is known in order to in-

form what they do in practice. It also requires that re-

search be relevant, asking the appropriate questions

that will lead to appropriate interventions or ways of

doing that are based on knowledge rather than simply

intuition. The reflective practitioner is likely the per-

son who can bridge that gap.

The Collaborative Team

The collaborative team is an approach that involves

more than one pracademic, having both an engaged

scholar and a reflective practitioner. This is a “both-

and” approach, bringing the partners into a collaborati-

on that draws on the strengths of both. To be succes-

sful, the collaborative team must be built on mutual

trust and respect. Both may see themselves as pracade-

mics, but each defers to the expertise and wisdom of

the other in truly understanding the different set-

tings/cultures in which they work. 

Collaboration has been seen as the highest, and most

difficult, level of working with others.  Organizational

relationships are formalized, and involve a long-term

commitment to working together in order to accom-

plish a common mission.  Collaboration requires a

commitment to shared decision-making; allocation of

resources, and responding to mutually identified

needs. In collaborative relationships, academics can

serve as catalysts to allow for change that would not

happen without a neutral outside presence.  The facul-

ty member, students, and resources of the institution

are often needed when there are limited resources.

The catalyst model does not mean the faculty member

is a consultant or expert.  Rather, the catalyst is a peer

with practitioners, who are themselves “fully develo-

ped professionals.” (Milofsky 2006)

Commenting on collaboration between disciplines in

the academy, Coffin (2005)  says “. . .collaboration is in

vogue.  But it is easier said than done.”  He says that

normative frameworks can produce barriers to the ef-

fort of working together.  If those within the academy

are hard pressed to work collaboratively, then how

much more difficult is it for the practitioner, whose

normative framework is solidly cemented in reality of

delivering service. The practitioner is interested in

things that lead to improved practice.  “. . .academics

often are seeking new and innovative ideas to promote,

but what I do on a day to day basis is simple.”  (Robin-

son 2007)  It would seem that clarity of purpose is one

essential part of any a collaborative team approach.  

Challenges Faced by Pracademics

Fisher, Fabricant, & Simmons (2005) provide an excel-

lent contextual piece for why this march to overcome

this split between the academy and the world of practi-

ce is happening and they reinforce the importance of

Ernest Boyer’s (1996) work as President of the Carne-

gie Foundation for the Advancement of Teaching, as

well as the work of Derek Bok (1982), former President

of Harvard. Both argue for a more engaged university

that works with the community to build a more just so-

ciety. And, of course, one can’t ignore the fact that eco-

nomic incentives from both private and public funding
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sources have been used to leverage partnering be-

tween universities and communities, further expan-

ding the move toward more collaborations. Service le-

arning, field internships, service projects, community-

based research, and a host of other foci are standard

fare (Fisher, Fabricant & Simmons, 2005).

We are reminded of a quote in an article in the Journal

of Community Practice. “Community members often

cite examples of when university faculty parachuted

into the community to ‘study it’ through needs assess-

ments and various research projects – only to abandon

them when studies were completed, research reports

written and not shared with the community, and the

university’s funding lapsed. Many local communities

haven’t forgotten their ‘ivory tower’ encounters” (But-

terfield & Soska, 2004, p. 8).

We recognize that these individual expectations are

nested within a context that has been described as a

“power imbalance” between Institutions of Higher

Education (IHEs) and communities. Three writers ex-

plain it this way “The kinds of distrust that exist be-

tween IHEs and many surrounding communities are

daunting. Some part of that distrust can be traced to

the university historically asserting prerogative on

matters such as land use or service need on the basis of

superior expertise. However, too often that expertise

was perceived by community residents as weapons of

language and ideas advancing self interest” (Fisher, Fa-

bricant, & Simmons, 2005, p. 30).

Obstacles often faced by the reflective practitioner are

present in academic systems that can run rough shod

over the very communities with which they are trying

to engage. Depending on the person, their expectations

will be different. Each person has been socialized dif-

ferently. And we have both experienced instances in

which translational research has gone only one way –

academics telling practitioners what needs to be stu-

died. Yet, if academics design the project and superim-

pose it on the community, then essentially we have

made assumptions about who the experts really are,

and it’s not the practitioners (even though they live the

experience). The reflective practitioner is constantly in

danger of being overwhelmed by the enthusiasm of en-

gaged scholars.

Volpe and Chandler (2001) contend that pracademics

face a number of challenges in the dispute resolution,

mediation or conflict field. In universities where there

are always conflicts to resolve, the prademician may

be called upon to sit on various committees and engage

in various problem solving endeavors because they

have the skills to do so.  This may contribute to their

playing multiple roles in a system that does not always

reward practice activities. “Depending on the pracade-

mics’ academic history, experience or ‘baggage’, their

background may work for or against them as succes-

sful interveners.” (p. 8).  Volpe and Chandler provide

examples of how conforming to the norms of interven-

tion may actually work against one conforming to the

expected norm of the scholar who does not take a posi-

tion.  “A pracademic who uses valuable time to do in-

tervention work may be seen as only doing ‘busy-

work’ by colleagues” (p. 9). Viewed as contributing to

community service may be seen as a detriment to get-

ting one’s scholarship done.

We also think it may be important to consider the diffe-

rence between a discipline and a professional school as

to “fit” for the pracademian. A discipline by definition

is intended to dig for deep understandings of their topi-

cal area. For example, a political scientist wants to un-

derstand why people vote or what factors lead to politi-

cal engagement.  The gerontologist wants to under-

stand the aging process. The sociologist wants to

understand why large systems function as they do and

why systems fail to function. These are all disciplines.

Their research may have implications for practitioners

in that they may provide deeper understandings of

what they see happening in their work. But it is the

professions that were designed from the beginning to

be applied and that draw from a multitude of discipli-

nes for their knowledge base. Nonprofit management

programs are typically housed in schools of public ad-

ministration, business, or social work.  Their academic

homes are in professional schools and that means they

are by definition interdisciplinary and that they engage

in practice-based (applied) research. It is no wonder

that these scholars want to be known as pracademics.

Conclusion: A Cultural Anomaly

Recently a group of faculty members were listening to

a very polished power point presentation on a new cli-

nical translational research center located in the Colle-

ge of Medicine in a large university. The examples pro-

vided were situations in which clinical researchers

needed to locate subjects and thus would need to ap-

proach community practitioners in local provider

agencies to gain access. At the end of the presentation,

A Cultural Anomaly
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the question was asked, “Have you been approached

by anyone in the community who comes to you with a

problem that needs to be studied? In other words, is

any of the research initiated by practitioners in the

community?” The presenter paused and mulled this

over as a unique idea to explore.

This story reveals the inherent challenges faced by aca-

demics who are attempting to become engaged scho-

lars. There are many sets of expectations that acade-

mics bring with them (some known and others so

much a part of their culture that they aren’t even con-

sciously in touch with what they are) when they part-

ner with practitioners. There can be an inherent arro-

gance in thinking they know where to start.

Similarly, practitioners face their own set of obstacles.

There is precious little time to reflect on actions in the

pressured environment of the day-to-day operation of

an NGO or the management of volunteers.   It might be

access to the literature on managing, leading, or orga-

nizing in a voluntary environment the challenge of

being bi-cultural, able to interpret/translate between

complex academic and community cultures and the

practical environment of leading a board, managing

the operation of a committee, or organizing volunteers.

Their challenge is in being so close to the data that it

may be hard to frame the questions to ask.

Our research and experience suggests that practitio-

ners and academics benefit the most in collaborations.

In these instances the bridge between practitioner

communities and academic understandings can result

in the whole being much greater than the sum of its

parts. 

However, it appears that for the foreseeable future the

pracademic will continue to be somewhat of a cultural

anomaly because being a pracademic will require bi-

or perhaps multi-cultural skills, an ability to move in

and out of cultural norms that are not always compati-

ble. In the context of the volunteer sector, it will be im-

portant to enhance communication between academic

and practice communities in which the language,

norms, and artifacts may require persons who can in-

terpret and translate for one another.
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