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Abstract

Organisational change aimed at increasing indivjdgraup and organisational learning
has been widely discussed over the last two decadexlies of literature surrounding
Communities of Practice and the Learning OrgarosatBoth bodies of work are
ultimately concerned with ways that learning anacpice development is pursued and
constructed within organisations and the grougseoiple working within them.
Emphasis in literature on Communities of Practscplaced on groups of individuals
developing and maintaining a body of practice fecusn specific tasks. Models of
Learning Organisations emphasise the processagaisational capacity to facilitate
and access internal learning for overall improvenael development.

This thesis argues for the synthesising of theseltwdies of work when approaching
the diagnosis of an educational institution forcipacity to foster internal
Communities of Practice that are supported by,veoitk for the benefit of, the larger
institution in terms of producing, evaluating angpilementing new learning and
practices.

This thesis is an interpretive case study of arteeth training institute operated by a
national oil company in the United Arab Emiratésdeks to identify teachers’
perceptions as they indicate the presence or absdratements of models of both
Communities of Practice and Learning Organisatieitisin the Institute. Middle and
Senior leadership perceptions of where they belieaehers place themselves in
relation to power and decision making capacitytfertlluminated the landscape drawn
by the study.

Focus group and individual interviews guided bysog activity wherein placement of
15 statements related to elements of a syntheBeagwork of the two bodies of
literature gathered perceptions to present the stasky. Qualitative analysis of group
discussions of statement placement based on geggtiation of more and less true of
participants’ experiences drew a landscape of gemgporganisational function.



Acknowledgments

I would first like to thank Dr. Hugh Busher. Hisidance, humour and kind mentorship
through this project made it not only possible, folfilling and exciting. Patient and
firm in equal measure, Dr. Busher has been a stipp@nd constructively critical
friend through every step of this process.

Additionally I would like to thank the leadershipdateachers of the training institute in
which this study was carried out. Their candoutlimg participation and interest in the
study was of immeasurable benefit.

Finally to my wife Kathryn, thank you. Through om@ve of country, a change in
career and five moves of home you have remainestantly supportive. Having lost
your husband to a computer and piles of notes, fgitlr and patience have been
boundless.



Table of Contents:

Chapter One: INtrodUCTION. .. ....o. i e e e e e e 1
I [ g1 o o {3 Tod 1 o o R PP |
1.2 Nature of the Study and Research QuUestions.............cooov i iive e e, 1
1.3Context of the StUAY........cooi i e e e 4
1.4 Significance and Scope of the Study..........ccovii i e 7
1.50verview Of Chapters. .. ..covvi i e e e e e e 10
Chapter Two: Literature REVIEW ... ....c.uiuiie ittt e e et 11
P22 I [ 01 (o o [3od 1 o] o PO 11
2.1.1 Purpose and Structure of Chapter..........ccouvieiiii i e 11
2.2 ComMMUNILIES OF PraCtiCe... ... vttt e e e e e e 3

2.2. L OV VIBW . .. e e e e e e e e e e e e e e

2.2.2 Professional Learning Communities..................

2.2.2.1 Professional Learning Communities: DIMeNSi®..........c.vovvevveeenvennns

2.2.3 Basic Structures of the CoP.......oo oo,

2.2.3.1 Elements of Concern: Communities of Practc...

2.2.3.2 Elements of Concern: Professional Context......

13

.............................. 16

19

2.2.3.3 Elements of Concern: Leadership..........cccocevvvievie i i vs v eeeenen2.. 30
2.2.3.4 Elements of Concern: Tasking / Work Perforrad...............ccocvviieneent. 37
2.2.3.5 Elements of Concern: Collaboration and Paidipation within CoPs.......... 38



2.2.3.6 Elements of Concern: Permeability of CoP Bmdaries to the Larger

Organisation..........covviiiiiie i e e e e e ean 2 40
2.3 Learning OrganiSatiONS. ... ...u v i e e ettt e e e e 4
2.3.1 Overview: Definitions and ProCeSSES............coviiiiiimmiii e ieneeaenenn 41
2.3.2 Values and Meaning MakKing..........c.cooiiiiiiiiiiii e 51
2.3.2.1VAIUBS ... e 52

2.3.2.2 Creating MEaniNg.......ccuvuuiet et et cie e e e et sesea e eeeeieeneeneeneee. DD

2.4 Organisational CUlture............ccoiiiiiiiii i ee e DT

2.5 SYNENESIS . ..o 61
2.5.1 Commonalities and TENSIONS.........ouuieiiie e e e 62
Chapter Three: Methodology........oouv i e 2
3.1 Purpose and Structure of Chapter..........o.vviii i e ee e 72
3.1.1 Key Research QUESHIONS. .......e ittt e e e e e e a e 72
3.2 The Interpretive Paradigm Choice and Researcht&nce........................... 73
K 0 I =] o 79

R B0t - 1 =T 10 | 4°)

3.3.2 Credibility and TruStWOrthineSS..........oooeiiiiiiiiieiiii e e e e e 82

3.3.3 INSIder RESEAICN ... ..o e e 85

3.3.4 SaAMPING .. e e aae e ee 2. 88



3.3.5 Ethical ConSIderationsS. .. .....ovee i e e e e e e 89

1V =1 T T £ 92
341 FOCUS GIOUPS. .. ettt it e e e et et et et ettt eae et e et e e e reeaeaaas 93
I O T o o P 97

3. 4.3 Individual INterVIEWS. .. ... e e e e e e 102

3.4.4 SUpPOrtiNg DOCUMENTS... ... .uiit ittt e e e e e e e e e )

B LS N = 11725 1 £ 0 1

3.5.1 Qualitative ANalySiS........c.ciiiiiiiiiii i 104

3.5.2 Q-S0ort ANAIYSIS......uieiii et e e eee2. 106

3.6 CONCIUSION. ...t e e e e e e e e e e e 108
Chapter Four: Findings and ANalySiS..........couviiiiiiiii i e 109
4.1 Purpose and Structure of Chapter...........ccccoiiiiiii i v 109
4.1.1 A note on Participants and Site..........c..vvieiieiie i, 112

4.2 Research Question One: What elements of models

Communities of practice, are perceived as

present / absent by the partiCipantS?..........ceeeerrrriiiimmeiee e eeeeeee 112
4.2.1 Shared Practice and a Domain of Knowledge.................cooov v e 113
4.2.2 Participation, Collaboration and Membership...............ccoovviiinnnn. 120

4.2.3 Shared Values and Identity.............c.ccoveiiiiiiiiiiii e e e 127

Vi



4.3 Research Question Two: What elements of models leang

organisations, are perceived as present / absent

DY the PartiCIPANTS?....... i 132
4.3.1 Value, Vision and Goal...........c.ocoeiiiiiiiiiiiiiiii i i e022. 132
4.3.2 FaCIHItAON. .. ..o e e e e e 139
4.3.3 Integration and Adaptation.............c.ocoiiiiiiiiiiii e 145
4.4 Research Question Three: Where do participants plac

themselves in a structure of power and influence whin and

without the working team they are members of? ..........ccooeiiiiiii s 148
4.4.1 Within WOrKING GrOUPS. ...ttt e ettt e e e et e aen s 149
4.4.2 Without WOrking GroUPS... ..o e e e e e e 156

4.5 Research Question Four: Where would senior and midd

managers believe staff members would place themseb/

in a structure of power and influence within and wihout

the working team they are members Of?..........cceevieiiiii 163
4.6 L1: Department Head..........ooviiie it et e e e e e aenas 163
4.6. 1 Within WOrKIiNG GrOUPS. ... v et it e e et e e ee e e et e e e e et e ae e 163

4.6.2 Without WOrking GrOUPS.......oeeieiieiie e eiseenieiieieieeee e e aneeeneen e 167

4.7 L2: Senior ACAdemiC ACVISOI.......c.ue i eiiee et et e e e r0
4.7.1 Within WOrKIiNG GrOUPS. ... e ettt i e et e e e e 170
4.7.2 Without WOrking GroUPS........o e e e e e e 175
4.8 Synthesis of FINAINGS.. ..o e e 178

4.8.1 A Model for Understanding: Relationships of
Individual, CoP, and Organisation.............ccooeviiiiiiiiiiiieie e e 183

4.8.2 Structured Freedom...... .o e e e e e e a2 184

Vi



A.8.3 FlOW. .. e e e a2 18T
A.8.4 AlGNMENT. ..t e e e e e 189
4.9 SUMMAIY ...ttt e ee e e eeeenen e neneeneeneeneeneennennnn.190

Chapter Five: ConcluSioN.........c.oiiii i e e L2

5.1 Purpose and Structure of Chapter..........coooiviii i e 192
5.20verview of the Study.......c.ooe i 192
5.3 ReVIEW Of FINAINGS. .. ...ttt e e e e e e e e e e e e 12

5.3.1Research Question One: What elements of models

Communities of practice, are perceived as present / absent by the

[OF2 T Lol o= g1 537 194

5.3.2 Research Question Two: What elements of moddearning organisations,

are perceived as present / absent

DY the PartiCIPANTIS?......ueeeiieie et e 196
5.3.3 Research Question Three: Where do participastplace themselves in a
structure of power and influence within and withoutthe working team they

AN MEIMDEIS OF 2 ot e e e e 197

5.3.4 Research Question Four: Where would senior dmiddle

managers believe staff members would place themseb/

in a structure of power and influence within and wthout

the working team they are members Of?.........cceviiiiiiiii 198

5.3.5 Implications for Change............cccoiii i e 200

viii



5.4  Limitations of the Study.............coiiii i 24

5.5 Significance of the study Recommendations féwture research............ 202
5.7 REflECHIONS. .. e e 204
5.8  CONCIUSION......iit e e e e 206
Tables:

2.1 Definitions of Professional Learning Communies...............ccccvvveveennnne. 19
2.2 Dimensions of Professional Learning CoOmmunés................cccvvvieinennn, 20
2.3 Core Processes of Professional Learning Commities...............cccocnennee. 20
2.4 Model of Output/Input of Learning Organisations.................cccvveevnennnns 48
3.1 Staff Population of Foundation Programme.............oeiviiiiiiiiiiinennenns 89
3.2 Q-SOM StAlEMENTS. ... e e e e e e 100

3.3 Output Of Data.......c.covvreire i cee e e e e eee e nenieenaeeee e 104

4.1 Participant 1dentification...........o.coiii it 111

Figures:

4.1A Model for Understanding: Relationships of Indvidual, CoP, and

L@ 10 =T 7= 11 0] o PN R < 10

Appendices:

Appendix A: Organisational Structure of ITU............cooooi i 208

iX



Appendix B: Sample Population .............cooiiiiiiiiiiii e e e e e 209

Appendix C: Sample Participant Permission Letter (nstructor version).......... 210

Appendix D: Q-sort Placement Sheet............cooo e 211

Appendix E: Q-sort placements

Appendix E1 Group: 1 SEeSSION: L ‘@S ISt e e 212
Appendix E2 Group: 2 SEeSSION: L ‘@S IS vt it e 213

Appendix E3 Group: 3 Session: 1 asiS’ i 214

Appendix E4 Group: 1 Session: 2‘ideal’...........cccoceiiiiii 215
Appendix E5 Group: 2 Session: 2‘ideal’..........cooiiiii 216
Appendix E6 Group: 3 Session: 2 ‘ideal’..........oooiiiii 217
Appendix E7 Leadership 1.......c.c.oeviiiiiiiiii e e e 2.2 . 218

Appendix E8 Leadership 2.......c..oeviiiiiiiiii e a2 20

Appendix F: Sample Focus Group Transcript Extract-‘as is’ session.............. 220
Appendix G: Sample Focus Group Transcript Extract-‘ideal’ session............. 226
Appendix H: Sample Leadership Transcript EXtract..............cccooovviiiieann .. 237
Appendix I: Sample Individual Interview Extract............ ..ccoceviiiiiiiii i, 246
RO EINCES. ..t e e e 252



Chapter One: Introduction

1.1 Introduction

This thesis is focused on discovering the precsrimrdevelopment of organisational
learning in a single educational setting. The stiotk place at an Industrial Training
Unit (hereafter ITU) owned and operated for thedfiéiof a national oil company in

the United Arab Emirates (UAE). The underlying pregrof the study is the necessity
for understanding the extant context and dynamitsimwan educational institution for
the development of organisational learning. Thiggproached through the marriage of
two conceptual frameworks; communities of pracfleereafter CoP) and the learning

organisation. These are discussed in chapter 2.

Substantial attention has been paid to these framiean literature on school
improvement and organisational change both in dducand industry (see chapter 2).
Literature on both CoPs and learning organisatstress the importance of an
understanding of specific elements of a contexdrga constructing plans for their
intentional development. This thesis presentsradrmork designed to discover the
presence or absence of these elements and presaierpretive narrative of findings

within the ITU.

1.2  Nature of the Study and Research Questions

The idea that organisational learning can be nedtand harnessed for improvement

and change has received substantial attentionuocatidn and industry (Senge, 1990;

Brown & Duguid, 1991; Boud & Middleton, 2003; Blankn & Henderson, 2005). The



importance of clear comprehension of context (Hayeét al., 2006) has emerged as a
fundamental precondition to constructing changeofganisational learning.
Understanding the relationships between persomalipg and organisational learning
provides a basis on which the use of internal iegrof an organisation can begin to be

measured (Senge, 1990; Tomlinson, 2004).

The CoP concept as a framework for examining ttexmal learning of working groups
has developed from Lave and Wenger’s (1991) disoas®f situated learning and
evolved to include multiple definitions and fornt$uffman &Hipp, 2003; Lea, 2005).

At its heart the CoP conceptual framework is comeéwith the processes and
dynamics governing the learning that takes plad¢kimgroups of people engaged in a
shared body of work. These include the nature télsoration, levels and access of
participation and the nature of leadership witmd surrounding these groups. The CoP

is discussed in depth in Chapter 2.

The conceptual framework of the learning organmsasirose from Senge’s (1990) work
describing the disciplines of individuals and ongations that allow personal and
group learning to be accessed and evaluated fdyethefit of the organisation.
Discussions of this as a framework for organisai@nange have spanned education
and industry (Leithwood & Seashore-Louis, 1998;dgeet al., 2000). Fundamental
aspects of a learning organisation include its ciipa for recognising, facilitating and
integrating the learning and development of newetra achieved by the individuals
and groups that comprise it. The learning orgaitisas discussed in depth in Chapter

2.



This study is founded on the recognised need fdetstanding a context as a precursor
to facilitating organisational learning. The CoRld@arning organisation frameworks
provide a base for conceptualising a study whiaimsao discover dynamics and
perceptions related to both frameworks. This discp¥s posited as a necessary step in
the development of change aimed at enhanced oegmmal learning and

improvement.

The two frameworks, as shown in chapter 2, encomglagred elements that interact.
In order to establish a relationship between theframeworks to describe a specific
context, a cultural and procedural diagnostic toakt be created that accounts for
elements drawn from the two bodies of literaturev@&opment of enhanced
organisational learning that manifests as valuimg urturing internal individual and
group learning requires an understanding of how ldarning occurs, the extent of its

accessibility and facilitative capacities of thgamisation.

The following research questions were devised pogg these issues:

1) What elements of models of Communities of Pradcieeperceived as present

/ absent by the participants?

2) What elements of models of learning organisatioagarceived as present /

absent by the participants?

3) Where do participants place themselves in a streadtipower and influence

within and without the working team they are menshuf?



4) Where would senior and middle managers believé stambers would place
themselves in a structure of power and influendgiwiand without the working

team they are members of?

1.3 Context of the Study

The UAE is comprised of seven semi-independent &west The main industry is the
production of oil and gas for export. In mid-20b@ population was estimated at
approximately 7.3 million. Of this, 12.95% are oatils and the remainder are

expatriatesWww.uaestatistics.gov.aelhere is a recognised need in the country fer th

development of skills and education capacity tdifate the participation of nationals
in all sectors of employment (ADEC, 2010). Thischéas driven policy in education
and nationally owned industries toward policiesigiesd to improve the education and
employment skills of young nationals (ADEC, 2010published ITU internal

document, 2008).

The site of this study is an industrial trainingtwowned and operated by one of the two
National Oil Companies (hereafter NOC). Agreemenacocess for this study stipulated
that the company not be named. Within the NOC thezea number of operating
companies engaged in drilling, processing and exypoil and gas. The ITU was
formed in recognition of a need to provide the ssaey training to young UAE

national males for their participation and employia the oil and gas industry,

specifically within the company operating the unit.



The mission of the ITU is stated as:

“To contribute with (NOC) Group Companies to theelepment of young
UAE Nationals for entry-level positions as plantim@nance technicians and
process operators in the oil and gas industry.”

(Unpublished ITU internal document, 2008)

Originally established in 1980, the ITU was tasketh the above mission. In the early
years another, social, mandate was placed on theApplicants were to be young
national males who had not succeeded in the natseeandary school system. The
ITU was seen by the government owned company asiale for providing
opportunities for training and employment to thester of the population. Upon
completion of their studies in the ITU graduatesevemployed in one of the NOC'’s
operating companies. The NOC, as with other congsaamd industries in the UAE are
actively engaged in an “Emeratisation” process whgiinvestment and resources are
dedicated to the education and training of nat®fal the purposes of higher levels of
employment. An ultimate aim is to replace expagriabrkers to the greatest extent

possible. The ITU represents a pillar of the NO€ffsrts in this regard.

In 2003, a re-evaluation of the efficacy and misbthe ITU resulted in two
fundamental shifts. Firstly, applicants from thatr in time were required to have
attended preparatory school to the age of 16, adfh@raduation was not required.
Secondly, a new senior leader, the Senior Acadéangsor, was given the remit of
evaluating the needs of the companies receivindugtizs as employees. This

evaluation formed the basis upon which the misaiwhthe efficacy of the ITU were



assessed. The result of this assessment was tige desl implementation of a
complete overhaul of curricula and the additiom aiew level of courses. New

instructors were brought into post in teams togle#iie new curricula.

The structure of the ITU at the end of this progessilted in a Foundation Programme
in which students are given instruction in EngliStaths, Sciences and Arabic. Upon
successful completion of this programme studertsive a qualification equivalent to a
secondary qualification from the Ministry of Educat Students are then placed in one
of two Technical Programmes; Process OperationEagtheering. The criteria for
placement are based on the projected need of #ratipy companies and evidence of
students’ capacities as potential employees iffighets taught in the programme. A
‘Basic’ programme was created to cater to the stisdeho do not pass the entrance
requirements but show potential for admission &liJ. Admission to this ‘Basic’
programme is ad hoc and each applicant is considgréhe Board of Directors and the

ITU manager.

By 2006, the Foundation Programme had been redesigmd was operating under the
new structures and using new curricula. The chamgative as this point moved its
attention to the Technical Programme. At the timse $tudy was performed, the
Foundation Programme had been operating with thestreictures for two years and

the Technical Programme was in the first stagesipfementing new curricula.

The leadership hierarchy and organisational straatfithe ITU is presented in
Appendix A. Briefly, a board of directors comprisaitrepresentatives of the NOC and

its operating companies oversee the ITU throughraadder who is a member of this



board. Below the Manager are the Academic (Fouodatnd Basic Programmes) and
Technical Departments as well as student affaidsaaministrative sections. All

employees and students of the ITU are male.

1.4  Significance and Scope of the Study

A “collective commitment” to on-going re-evaluatiohshared value and process is a
defining feature of a learning organisation (Brylak, 1999:41). Change involves
people and process. A procedural shift in an osgdinin which involves new or
realigned values and goals calls for both the eigrticulation of these goals and the
“intentional” discussion of them if they are toibgested in and aligned to those of
individuals (Richardson, 1995: 95).A conceptuaftshian organisation calling for the
valuing of collaboration and the sharing of leaghatcurring through individual and
group agency equally calls for open communicatiat ts explicit and allows for both
the alignment of values and goals and the recagndf valuable extant processes and

dynamics.

A shared task or tasks and the knowledge requareddomplish them is a necessary
precursor to the existence of a CoP (Wenger, 1888 ndorf et al., 2006). Values and
goals that emerge as a result of pursuing thiseshiask are either able to inform a
process of organisational learning, or have a megaftfect as they remain hidden from
view. Clear and collegial communication within aaoss boundaries is required for
learning achieved in working groups to be accessabld useful to a larger setting (see

chapter 2).



A facilitative leadership that promotes “social eston” and is explicit about the values
it shares and develops is a precursor to buildmgravironment in which the movement
of learning described above is possible (Bushdd5207). The power of clear shared
goals and values is fully realised only in an emwiment that allows for them to be
clearly understood and embraced by all. Wheredimbrace requires negotiation, a
leadership culture which exhibits a value of oped eollegial communication is

required.

The aims of understanding the processes, belietsgdgnamics that affect the learning
of internal groups and the capacity of the encomsipgsorganisation to integrate that
learning across internal boundaries requires exatioim of the shared elements that
define the two spheres. An approach based on aesistof the CoP and the learning
organisation provides a framework that potentieiptures the lay of the land in a
manner that allows discussion not only of both ept€, but the relationship between
them. The argument underlying the design of thesithis that this approach provides
the necessary narrative for pursuing productivaaghan organisational learning that
values and is based on the learning taking plat@mand between its internal
structures. This narrative would illuminate theasttfunctions and relationships that
must be understood to attempt building “values eosss” (Busher, 2006: 124) that is
authentic and provides a basis for the alignmerdenitity, value and goal (Bryk et al.,

1999).

An underlying interest of this study is the questad obtaining a picture of a context
that is comprehensive enough to allow planning gkaof the nature described above.

The significance of the study lies in the marriafjghe two conceptual frameworks and



the capacity of that synthesis to provide this cahpnsive narrative. The relationship
between models of how CoPs learn and those of ma@t#onal learning is central to this
study and its place as a contribution to knowledgediscussed in chapter 2, literature
on CoPs and learning organisations is extensivebatiddraws upon, and informs,
work on leadership, school improvement, and orgsaimisal culture. Both frameworks
have been used to build change initiatives andndisg contexts. However, in an
extensive search of the literature (see chapteh@)explicit synthesis of the two for
diagnosing an organisation with the ultimate aintheir intentional construction has

not been found.

Following the literature review in chapter 2, adstus described in Chapter 3 that
attempts to use this synthesis to analyse the pigoos of individuals and groups

within the ITU described in the previous section.

The scope of the study is small. The study is c@dito a single site. This is in line
with the aims and underlying framework of the stwdyjch emphasises comprehension
of individual contexts. The findings comprise arative that captures participants’

perspective at one point in time. Chapter 3 disssifise design of the study in full.



1.5 Overview of Chapters

Chapter 2 of this thesis provides a review of ttegdture on CoPs and the learning
organisations. This includes discussion of releliggrature on leadership,
organisational culture and change. A synthesislodimg this chapter presents a
rationale and framework for a marriage of the Co® l@arning organisation concepts

for use as a lens for analysing the data.

Chapter 3 describes the design of the study. WeHiterature review and the aim of
the research forming a theoretical basis; a quaatudy in the interpretive paradigm
is described. This chapter discusses the theoryratidodology of the study. It
additionally discusses the procedures and samfadindata collection. This chapter

concludes with discussion of analysis, ethicalessand challenges.

Chapter 4 presents the findings of the study. Tridirfgs are organised and discussed
in answer to the research questions. This chapteriedes with a synthesis of the
findings and presents a model for exploring a cdrtterough the combined framework

discussed in chapter 2.

Chapter 5 presents a summary of the findings. @lmpter includes discussion of

implications for change in the ITU, limitations thie study and recommendations for

future research. The thesis concludes with theoaistineflections on the process.

10



Chapter Two: Literature Review

2.1 Introduction

This research is founded on two conceptual framksvahe Community of Practice
and the Learning Organisation. These are suppbsteebrk on organisational culture
and development. The central thesis of the resaarh exploration of the use of these
two concepts in tandem to create a synthesiseaagipito capturing a view of current
structures that may aid or hinder the intentionakpit of organisational learning. The
purpose of this approach is the discovery of tlesgmce or absence of precursors to
functioning CoPs that are supported by and supporgrganisation seeking to learn
from internal practice. While Communities of Praetand the Learning Organisation
are concepts born separately (Senge, 1990; Lavee&gét, 1991) they have been

discussed in their respective bodies of literabigeat the very least, relatable.

2.1.1 Purpose and Structure of Chapter

In this chapter the two frameworks will be discusaad related. The main purpose of
the chapter is to present the Community of Praetncethe Learning Organisation as
frameworks with rich individual bodies of discugsiand criticism that are relatable as

a framework for organisational diagnosis. Corolleoycepts of the CoP such as that of

11



the Professional Learning Community and issuesgdrasational culture are discussed

to show evolution and contextualise the main fraorés:

Section 2 of the chapter discusses the CommuniBradtice as a framework for
framing, analysing and discussing the dynamicsakimg groups within an
organisation or school. This section includes dismn of Professional Learning
Communities; a significant variant of the CoP. Witkection 2 the dimension and
structures of CoPs are discussed including leagersbtilaboration, permeability and
tasking (see below). Section 3 discusses the Leg@rganisation. Definitions and
dimension are discussed followed with sectionsharedd values and the creation of
shared meaning. Section 4 presents a discussionganisational culture as applied to
the frameworks. Section 5 discusses a synthesigedfvo main frameworks in question
and points the way toward their use in the reseatrt¢tand. The commonalities and
tensions shared between the two frameworks aresiisd to establish the relationship
which forms the conceptual framework on which datifection and analysis is based.
As will be discussed there is tension between tmeepts in terms of the efficacy of
CoPs and their use for enhancing organisationahileg. There are also, however,
mutually defining and complimentary elements arid these elements that will form

the basis for the synthesis mentioned above ambitntial use as a development tool.

The desire to learn from collective practice istcarto the CoP concept and
fundamental to the forming of a Learning Organ@afisee sections 2.2 & 2.3).
However, discussion of their conscious marriaga laasis for primary exploration is
scant within the relevant literature. In searchesi@or academic databases (Emerald,

Ingenta, Expanded Academics ASAP) and library mgslicovering roughly 1980 to

12



the present, there is substantial and long rundisgussion of both CoPs and learning
organisations. While CoPs have been discussedys that show them to function as
learning organisations and similarly learning oigations have been shown to benefit
from organised and intentionally created intermaligs of inquiry (see below) there
has not been substantive discussion of their usgnohem as an exploratory template
for development work. Self-generating CoPs workmgards finite and closely bound
goals are discussed below as capable of devel@pidgetaining learning hidden from
overarching or “parent” organisations. Similarlganisations which exhibit a desire to
benefit from shared internal learning but lack nleeessary communications and
leadership structures to productively do so ardenged in the discussions in this
chapter. It is this marriage that is at the hehthis research. Discovering the structures
of both frameworks that need development or aligntrdeives the use of data gathered
to draw a landscape of the ITU that suggests fia@ty to build or encourage

structures for internal learning.

2.2 Communities of Practice

2.2.1 Overview

The concept of the Community of Practice (CoP)&d wstablished and has been
discussed in corporate, industrial and educatiooalexts (Wenger, 1998 :2004; Saint-
Onge & Wallace, 2003; Huffman & Hipp, 2003; Snydétenger, & de Sousa Briggs,

2003; Guldberg & Pilkington, 2006; Mittendorf, ¢t 2006; Schenkel & Tiegland,

13



2008; Koliba & Gajda, 2009).First discussed by Land Wenger (1991), the CoP
springs from their work in Situated Learning Thedgarly definitions of CoPs
(Wenger, 1998: 2004; Mittendorf et al., 2006; Rtde2006) focus on how they are
made up of people who share a task or tasks andathuengage in the development,

augmentation and maintenance of ways of perforrniinge shared tasks.

CoPs have been described as places where “coldetwning” takes place, resulting in
the creation of a rally point around which a comrtuaf those engaged in a body of
work develop (Wenger, 1998: 45). Bouwen (1998) dtdsthey are defined as a “set
of relations among persons” that include “overlagptommunities of practice” both
reiterating Wenger’s (1998) assertion that theseroanities require a group of people
with shared work and that there are potentiallyesalvsets of practice pursued by
groups that link together. He also claims that thiesy“an intrinsic condition to the
existence of knowledge” and provide a basis foreusténding the “context and
history” of practice in a given context (p.304).i§ heferences the shared exploration

and creation of new knowledge groups are able gagain.

Definitions of practice take this history and cotiteto account by expanding beyond
tasks and procedures to include the language, aol@®bjects created by its pursuit to
form a “record of shared learning” (Wenger, 1998). ANenger (1998) defines practice
first as “a way of talking historical and sociasoeirces, frameworks, and perspectives”
that allow for continued engagement in “action” gp. This is elaborated to state that
“doing” is at the heart of this, and that actiope&formed in the social and historical
context of the group or community (p.47). It isstbbontextually based participation by

actors working together that creates the envirotinmewwhich meaning is negotiated
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and created, thus forming a community. Wengeraintoncept of context can be
limiting (Hughes et al, 2007: 27). Emphasis onn@ay which is generated within a
community does not fully account for that whichesalplace in larger contexts (a whole
organisation) or in interaction with other commiestthat may reside within the larger
context. Defining the nature of a CoP’s boundatties becomes an important

component in defining what is meant as practic@iwié given community.

Practice, and its development, can provide grodimdiss own conservation and stasis
if communities feel they are under threat or haached a perceived pinnacle from
which innovation is seen as unnecessary (Mittenetoa., 2006; Roberts, 2006: 308;
630). The perception of threat or coercion is oossfble result of formal, hierarchical
leadership taking an interest in the internal dyiearof a working group in a manner
viewed as pejoratively evaluative or unsupportlmeghese contexts learning and
practice can become submerged and the leaderslapraing “emanates from
personnel” within the CoP and is hidden from fornmadtitutionally defined leadership
(Richardson, 1995: 16). Richardson (1995) predeatsing within an “iceberg”
metaphor with a visible section which is accessanid “amenable” to “control
strategies” by formal leadership wishing to shaaering. The “submerged” portion is
hidden and leadership here resides within the gemg@aged in the practice at hand.
The content of this “iceberg” is fluid and as fotrfemdership acts upon working groups
their practices and the output of their sharediegrcan move within it, becoming
accessible or inaccessible as perceptions of matideagency on the part of formal

leadership change (p. 16).
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Some authors argue that CoPs may form naturallyd&dviddleton, 2003). This
leads to their being “strongly bounded” and thieternal learning difficult to influence
and access (p. 201). These boundaries, when seemlththe “iceberg” metaphor are

liable to strengthen as portions of a CoP’s dynamove further beneath the surface.

The CoP will be discussed in greater depth in ¢cilewing sections. The proceeding
section presents a significant variant of the Gb® Professional Learning Community.
The literature surrounding Professional Learningn@wnities both extends upon CoP
discussions and distinguishes between the twoiMyrdn Professional Learning
Communities provides a fuller foundation on whiothditscuss the form and function of

CoPs that are either extant or as a model to bsupdrfor intentional construction.

2.2.2 Professional Learning Communities

A variant of the CoP is the Professional Learnimmgn@unity (hereafter PLC). The
PLC is significant here as there is substantiaudision of it in the field of education
(Leithwoodé& Seashore-Louis, 1998; Bottery, 2003ffhhan &Hipp, 2003; Huffman &
Jacobson, 2003; Saint-Onge & Wallace, 2003; Bagtdmsting, 2009. One reading of
the thread connecting the literature leading fromP€to PLCs is a need to address
certain key perceived weaknesses in the CoP mddeke weaknesses can be distilled

into the following:
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1. How learning is defined and transferred.
2. How membership is defined and transferred.

3. Intentionality

In early conceptions of CoPs, learning is placethiwia model of Situational Learning
(Lave & Wenger, 1991) where learning takes placeuth increasing levels of
participation by new entrants in the shared pradiichand constituting a graduated
process of induction. Described as Legitimate Penal Participation, this model has
been seen to exhibit significant problems. In esséregitimate Peripheral
Participation is a process whereby new entrandgs@oP engage in increasingly
substantive levels of participation as they leamdulture and practices of the
community. Wenger calls this an “inbound trajectqiyenger, 2004) and
acknowledges the potential for non-participaticdhei through choice of the entrant or
through the boundaries placed in his/her pathdresite a state of continued or even
permanent peripherality (p. 166). This potentiansong those cited as creating a need

for another way of framing and discussing the le®gyprocesses of communities.

Learning is seen to be “reproductive in nature” dods not explain how “communities
can transform themselves” (Martin, 2005: 142-3hd$ been proposed that a Socio-
Cultural model of learning which places mediatiowl @ollaborative engagement at the
heart of learning processes as opposed to indupt&sents a more useful way of
discussing learning in CoPs and PLCs (Martin, 2043). Lave and Wenger (1991)
themselves recognised this difficulty in statingttfdifferent people give meaning to
their activities in different ways” and that “besauthe place of knowledge is within a

CoP, questions of learning must be addressed wiitleillevelopmental cycles of that
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community”. They acknowledge that access is thet@dggitimate peripheral

participation and that it is both “essential” ammtdblematic” at the same time (p.100).

Membership in PLCs is tied to the third point aboténtentionality. As has been
discussed CoPs can be organic and form arounddspeaetice without there being an
explicit acknowledgement of a formal community. RL&e discussed in terms of
being intentionally pursued and thus membershibém is explicit (Huffman &Hipp
2003; Bottery, 2003). One implication here is tipaidance is required in order for
members of a group to begin working as a definabfemunity. One example of an
attempt made to form PLCs through building struesgunto teachers’ timetables
resulted in the following: “teachers sat togethaniny PLC time confused and, in some
cases, even frustrated by this new direction. Sirpptting well-meaning individuals
together and expecting them to collaborate wagnough.” (Thessin & Starr, 2011:

49).

As discussed above, this dynamic is a potentiakhdreor not the project is conceived
in terms of a CoP or a PLC. CoPs also need to $&st®d in their creation and
development” if they are to innovate and potentialll in larger organisational
learning (Saint-Onge & Wallace, 2003:78). The samiiles between the two when
discussing their explicit creation do not end théamoking at some of the cited
elements or dimensions of PLCs multiple parallelihbn spirit and in concept between
the two emerge. One area that this study seeksatoiae is the extent to which
participants characterise themselves, explicitipat, as members of a community and

whether or not they feel the assistance abovecsepit.
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2.2.2.1 Professional Learning Communities: Dimensits

Bottery (2003) begins with Senge’s (1990) defimtishen describing the dimensions
of a PLC. As a starting point PLCs are “... a pla¢tere people continually expand
their capacity to create the results they trulyiraspvhere new and expansive patterns
of thinking are nurtured, where collective aspoatis set free, and where people are

continually learning how to learn together”(p. 1.89)

To this he adds the following to expand the dabnitvhen discussing schools as

PLCs:

that they are not exclusive for reasons of finanaeg, or religion;

that they act as a bulwark for thinking linked heitto the state nor the

market;

that they are not only reflective and reflexive afearning but about the

cultural and political conditions surrounding thedrning;

that such reflexivity of learning leads to a cality of existing frames
of reference, of organisational structures, aneooinomic and political

contexts.

(table 2.1) (2003: 189)

Bottery (2003) notes that one problem with the @&s\vhat it is “context free” (p.
189). For the purposes of this research, wheregmeent is made for using the CoP
and learning organisation frameworks to discussfiearde organisational change, the

question of context is vital. As will be discussedhe proceeding synthesis, pursuing a
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diagnostic exercise in context is central to gatigethe information required to build a

change map.

Huffman and Hipp (2003) describe dimensions of PA€¢he following:

Shared and Supportive Leadership

Shared Vision and Values

Collective Learning and Application

Shared Personal Practice

Supportive Conditions

table 2.2 (2003: 6)

Six “core processes” of a PLC are identified as:

Capability refers to the capacity for dialogue maaganization.

Mutual commitment in a community of learners buidsen people are an active

part of the experience of creating something theyestogether.

In healthy communities opportunities for diversifycontributions are clear.

Continuity is essential for survival of a communi@ommunity members must learn

how to build bridges linking the past with the pes

Collaboration supports interdependence by creatiwgb of multiple constituencies

and stakeholders who are working to achieve a dhas@n.

A democratic organization is guided by a positisastience that embodies common

principles, ethics and values.

table 2.3 (Huffman & Jacobson, 2003:242)
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The commonalities between the CoP and PLC framesami evident in the cited
dimensions and processes of both. The primary gierere emerges in discussing the
way in which learning is framed, discussed andyeents The notions of collaboration, a
supportive leadership that shares decision makiwgepand an emphasis on mutually
agreed upon goals and values run through both frenkes. Additionally, common

themes are found in the difficulties or pitfallsifa in attempts to create them.

CoPs and PLCs have been noted as being populartitgtzare often “uncritically used
as a top-down model in which practitioners” areeaksto “follow some guidelines”
(Lea, 2005) and are expected to form them. Thesfocu‘design and implementation”
has left little room for critique (186-8). SimilgrIBottery (2003) states the following:
“There seems little doubt that ‘learning commuisitis a phrase of the moment and
discussion of the leadership of learning commusiti@as become popular”. One can
understand why: the concepts are easily fittedtimoagenda of different pressure

groups, to be filled up with particular preferresgtsions” (p. 188).

These echo the problems discussed above in for@ufRg. The use of the framework
by a leadership or administrative team to purswEsg@ithout the necessary building of
engagement and participation through distributibdexision making power and in the
absence of guidance as to how collaboration antitypetive functions should be built

are dangers that have been cited in discussiobstbfCoPs and PLCs.

Conversely, if successfully created, PLCs are dészribed with many of same terms
and concepts as CoPs as they appear elsewheeelitethture. Requiring supportive

and shared leadership, aligned goals and valudsacive intentional participation the
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professional learning community moves beyond tlgauaic CoP in that practice is
defined collectively and areas of inquiry are idiged and explicitly pursued (Huffman
&Hipp, 2003). The term CoP is used in this rese#@nalefer to the communities being
sought in the research site and defined in thievevlhemes and criticisms of PLCs as
discussed here are important to place within themé&work as evolved elements of the
CoP. The shared dimensions and augmented discussithe function and dynamics

of learning within a community are central pieae$raming the CoPs as discussed in
the context of the research site. The term CoResl in the following discussions with

the caveat that it includes the evolved and shdiménsions discussed in this section.

2.2.3 Basic Structures of the CoP

Basic structures for CoPs share some common elsrsaah as shared work and the
transmission of procedure to incoming members. ti®@purposes of research in which
the intentional fostering of CoPs is central, tihesai that “practice is best explored in
groups” (Supovitz, 2002: 1615) is important. CoRswlssed as becoming “mini-
cultures” set within larger organisational cultubgs(Mittendorf et al., 2006) form
around three necessary elements; a domain of kdgeje community of people, and a

shared practice (p. 300).

Early examination of knowledge based organisatidestified “groups of employees
getting together to solve-work related problemswauitt management directive or
involvement” (Saint-Onge & Wallace, 2003). Theséén organic structures” are now

called communities of practice (p. 31). The donadiknowledge noted above provides
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the context for these CoPs. The knowledge neededjrad and assessed to perform a
function forms the basis on which a domain of kremlgle that a CoP engages with can
be defined. These domains vary as widely as don@gtons in which work is
performed. Operational or conceptual, though, theext of a CoP cannot be defined

without understanding the knowledge base with wiihehcommunity is engaged.

The term “community” has been noted as problenfatids inherent implication of
being a “warm and cosy place” of “common underdiagi’(Roberts, 2006: 632). This
reading of “community” is at odds with the notederial for tensions between
members and for participation of new members tortpeded or rigidly structured by
older members (Wenger, 1998). However, it is #ese in which it provides a defining
identity for a group of people connected by a sth@eerience or endeavour that | use
it here. As will be discussed, they can be far fferarm and cosy” for members,
particularly when conflict, leadership and the agpower are discussed as part of the

defining context in which communities form.

A shared practice points to the operations andsgoalwhich the domain of knowledge
is developed and used to pursue. Practice, asssisduis not confined to the methods
of work displayed by a group. It also encompasisestolved social rules, embedded
assumptions and the “unarticulated” cues that smaiticipating in a group’s practice
(Wenger, 1998: 47). The social aspects of idecttystruction, the standardisation of
behaviours and the collaborative ownership of goa method are markers for the

existence of a CoP.
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Divergent elements of CoP structure and functi@represented in part by discussion
of the relationship different CoPs have to the postricture in which they operate and
the influences exerted upon them by this structQo®s that can productively
contribute to innovating practice and communicat®vations to the wider
organisation operate within an environment in wmohonly is their output valued but
the way in which their members conduct themselsesiued. Traditional top down
leadership, where members of a CoP are potenphdbed in unilaterally coercive
relationships, is not the ideal setting for flohrsy CoPs (see section 2.2.3.3 below).
CoPs can and do form in these environments anddtracture, health and

contributions are then largely dependent on theacher of that leadership.

In light of the possible natural formation of CdBanation, and their ability to become
covert and hidden from the leadership structurearat them (Richardson, 1995:16);
the argument here is that in order to become ptoguengines for development and
organisation-wide learning CoPs must be embeddad environment which displays
values that allow them to share and be transpatsmit their processes and outcomes
(Leithwood& Seashore-Louis, 1998; Huffman &Hipp 020 Richardson, 1995).
Leadership and its part in the character of memhbeicipation, as discussed in the

proceeding sections, are fundamental elementsilditg this environment.

Bate and Robert (2002), in a discussion of knowdemi@nagement and CoPs state that
they are made up of members who select themsehekthat their main purpose is the
exchange and construction of knowledge throughmbhwial development of members’
capacities (p. 653). Members do self-select inasnasctheir level of participation and

collaboration dictates their input and effect oa @oP of which they are member. It is
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possible to be a member of a group but exhibivellef participation that effectively
results in opting out of the community’s developmdine lack of participation,
collaboration and implied isolated independencprattice may have enough effect on
the larger community that membership cannot betoresl, if only as evidenced by

the null and/or negative effect it creates.

In addition to this self-selection and participatas a mark of membership, existing
members of the community, including Wenger’s “aludrs” (1998) can act, both
purposefully and passively as obstructing gatekegpehoing the aforementioned
informal leadership of Richardson (1995:16). “Oludrs” refers to those existing
members who may define the parameters of the iiegie peripheral participation”
process by which newcomers gain membership intoRa (@/enger, 1998: 99-100).
Lave and Wenger (1991) argued that formal traituypgn organisation alone does not

allow for the knowledge of practice that conveyswbership in a CoP to new entrants.

This process whereby existing members allow newesneeparticipate in both the
practice and the culture of the CoP is describeshasvay membership is gained
(Wenger, 1998). Knowledge and experience gainéaegberiphery of a community’s
practice through participation in practice seehasng less risk and “intensity” allows
several key processes to occur. The newcomer tggitsnacy through interaction with
old-timers and, importantly, this is where newcosrlearn not just “about” the practice,
but its history and cultural objects (Wenger, 1998:100). The combination of
increasing legitimacy in the eyes of older memla&s the transmission of the
historical basis of practice allows new membensaitwve in from the periphery and

themselves become full members. The dynamic betaesw member’s willingness
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to participate and the group’s longer standing memnkllowance of continually
increasing participation holds one key to the gloand continued survival of the CoP.
Wenger argues that the conflict that can ariseiwitiis dynamic, through the
negotiation of old and new perspectives, can dohaetice forward (p.101). However,
when that negotiation breaks down, communitiesbeadamaged or evolve in

unpredictable directions.

Owen-Pugh (2007) cites weaknesses in this framewankerning its de-emphasis of
formal learning, the lack of discussion of the irtipaf new-comers on the “previously
successful” relationships of older members angttential affect the marginalisation
of new-comers may have on the evolution of the goP3). These are dynamics

which can influence and/or result in limited owsturally qualified participation. The
isolation or lack of participation that can fra&wr substantially change the way a CoP
functions arises as new-comers attempt to gainenast spite of as opposed to

because of old-timers engagement with them.

Huffman and Hipp (2003) write about schools asgssional learning communities
(See section 2.2.2 above). Wenger (1998) wouldeatigat there is a potential here for
the creation of a “constellation of communitiesha®ed goals, histories, problems and
discourses may bind multiple CoPs together, but“dtahe level of practice” there are
enough substantial differences within the wholé separate communities from one
another (p.127). Boundaries of CoPs are not fiketiporous and shifting (Roberts,
2006: 631). A professional learning community tiatompassed a whole school as in
Huffman and Hipp’s (2003) framework would then ragée Wenger’'s (1998)

constellation. Enough shared purpose and histasgseto unify CoPs within the

26



organisation (school) but separate CoPs with baugslthat accepted movement across

them would form to perform discrete areas of pcacti

While the importance of group and individual idgntonstruction will be discussed
below, it is useful here to note its centralitytite existence of CoPs. The perceived
identity of a CoP both as a whole within a largeyamisation, and of the individuals
that form it is a key factor in determining its @iion and character (Bouwen, 1998;
Wenger, 1998; Busher, 2005; Handley et al., 2008lues and beliefs shared across
generational expectations change, especially irt bf the evolution that the newcomer
/ old-timer dynamic discussed above can bring aboboth the development of
practice and the culture of the CoP. That the nagioh of identity is part of the
formation and survival of a CoP is noted (Bryk let H999; Leonard &Leonard, 2001;
Irwin & Farr, 2004). The values, expectations df aad employer and beliefs about
conduct and good practice change over time. Asgédite building of CoPs the sharing

and acceptance of people’s historical experiendbhesf work becomes important.

New members, while in a position to learn and piddéliy measure the extent to which
they wish to participate, must have their expeotetiand views respected even if in
conflict with older members of the community. Digaeding the training, history and
experience a new member brings not only closedabe on potentially interesting new
ideas, it can also cause new members to diss@mdtéhus reject the identity of the
CoP (Wenger, 1998; Hobby, 2004: 89; 8). This typmarginalisation may result in
members becoming isolated and, if sufficient nuraleenerge, create the core around

which a new community forms.
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2.2.3.1 Elements of Concern: Communities of Practic

Given that work practices are a core factor thapsk a CoP, those practices and the
context in which they are performed should be exaahi This creates a need to
contextualise any examination and search for thetence of CoPs and generates the

following elements of concern:

2.2.3.2 Elements of Concern: Professional Context

The character of school or institution, its corssion and goals build the initial shell in
which work is defined. External factors includiragislative directives, corporate goals
where applicable and the expectations of the sadimg community and society

additionally inform the definition of work and itkesired outcomes.

In terms of the learning required to gain entratoca CoP the context in which that
learning takes place is key (Handley et al., 20Q63. problematic to envision
knowledge of a group’s practice as accessibleparaly formalised and mechanical
fashion as learning is bound up and “inseparaltghfsocial practice (p. 643).
Reinforcing the idea of situated learning (Lave &Nger, 1991) and the process of
increasing participation, acknowledgment and disicusof the professional context in
which CoPs function is important. An understanddhthe contextual dynamics, such
as those mentioned above, helps define not justipean a given setting but some of

the ways in which it can be learnt and evaluated.
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The size and scope of the overarching organisatitumction will also help define the
type of “alignment” that takes place (Wenger, 1998)is is described as a “mode of
belonging” and concerns the extent to which membkasgroup connect with the
practice at hand through the “coordination” of astand process. In terms of defining
the existence of a CoP, this dynamic is importantree can appear to be engaged with
fellow members of a CoP without aligning one’s guvactice to any “broader
enterprise”(p. 179). The professional context bexgmined then can show a
researcher whether or not there are multiple grevpsh form “constellations”
(Wenger, 1998; Barton & Tusting, 2005: 96;127). Aiddally, the constructed
structure of an organisation can show where fotyoahdaries of these constellations
may be and where informal boundaries may emerge pfdfessional learning
communities above represent an example in whiclstiiuetural boundaries of school
departments may represent one set of boundariesharcommonalities or differences
in practice found in sets of those departments rapgsesent areas where informal

boundaries emerge.

Discussing context constructs the necessary definitf environment (Saint-Onge &
Wallace, 2003). Context includes but is not limitedemit, external and internal forces
informing remit, demographic make-up of staff ahdients, and organisational
structure. This definition in turn begins to shdw purpose of work being performed,
its relevance to any larger enterprise, the expieagwhich potential CoPs have of
themselves or are imposed upon them, and a sh&hich to discuss the culture of one
or multiple CoPs (p.146). When discussing CoPsaasg potential for building
learning organisations, the context in which theyrform and operate is central to

how they may contribute to or impede that relatiopsin the synthesis below (section

29



2.5), this relationship and the importance of psefenal context is further discussed.
As will be discussed in the findings of this stuthg industrial nature of the research
site poses specific and interesting challengesjaedtions when viewed as the context

for CoPs and organisational learning.

2.2.3.3 Elements of Concern: Leadership

The placement, distribution or lack thereof, andralter of leadership have strong
implications for the way in which CoPs may form duadction (Berry, 1997; Barnett et
al., 1999; Andrews & Crowther, 2002; Barton &Tugti2005; Busher, 2005, 2006;
Garavan, et.al, 2007; Akkerman, et al., 2008) Astedeadership, both in terms of its
ability to provide reasonable boundaries and ressuand its generative potential for

inspiration is a key element for examination.

Irwin and Farr (2004: 360) discuss “power over” dpower with” leadership and
school “climate” in their relationships with comnities of teachers. “Power with”

being noted as more successful in meeting neel@sofers in their schools. The
primary difference here is the kind of hierarchyiethexists and whether access to
decision making powers is open or closed. In dystf a group of teaching staff in
secondary schools in the English midlands, Busk@dg) presents a set of indicators to
look for in emerging learning communities. Thesdude the extent to which middle
leaders are facilitative in involving staff anddbkars in decision making and creating
understanding of policy; the presence of sharedegaheld by teachers and staff about

vision and direction; the use of a variety of metansreate and maintain clear and open
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communication; the development of “social cohesith&t is aware of the distribution
of power; and a management that facilitates cofiaibee improvement of practice with

an “explicit” foundation of shared values informidgcision making (p.17).

The parallels between emerging professional legroaammunities and the CoP as
discussed above bring the concept of the “constaifa(\Wenger, 1998: 96) of
communities deeper into discussion. The “faciMatimiddle leadership (Busher,

2005) that involves staff in decision making aneation of meaning and understanding
will, in these constellations, likely be comprisgfidnembers of separate CoPs and the
CoPs in which they hold positions of leadershipjd@and Koliba (2008) discuss “role
clarity” and the difference between “consultativeid “deliberative” decision making
exercised by members of a CoP as one indicatdreottiaracter of the leadership

environment in which they reside (p. 109).

The dispersal of leadership which leads to powdrdetision making being embedded
within CoPs allows a conception of leadership asgptabout learning together, and
constructing meaning and knowledge collectively eoliaboratively” (Hayes, et al.,
2004: 521). This dispersal can come in severaleguislistributed” and “shared
leadership{Coleman, 201)lare additional frameworks which point to the neitgger
leadership to be open to the dispersal of decisiaking and the creation of meaning

and understanding within a CoP.

Harris and Young (2000) point to the dangers oéliatg “any form of devolved,
shared or dispersed” leadership as distributed@g). Additionally, in discussing a

series of case studies reported by Crowther (199%rews and Crowther (2002) put
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forward the concept of “parallel leadership” to ciédse teachers as leaders working
together to identify common aspects of good praciied working with principals to
“generate alignment of their agreed pedagogicalcgles” (p.155). Dimmock and
Walker (2004) point to the “strength of departmieaiders to impose views of identity
and responsibility” (p. 66). It has been obsenret the development of CoPs among
administrators has fallen behind those effortseathers (Bloom & Stein, 2004). If
various levels of power and authority are not eegag community norming and value
sharing processes signals sent into the organmzatimund it will not have the

coherence necessary to allow CoPs to form arougaharational goals.

The arguments seem to point in a common direcikonCoPs to form that are not
covert and have substantive connections to othBxs@nd any commonality within the
school or organization, leadership and power neetse accessible. Furthermore, the
conveyance of decision making powers to membe@oéfs and the creation of
communication between multiple CoPs and institiid@adership is needed to create
the environment in which common purpose can beuyagré n a manner which allows

evaluated and refined practice to be transparehtiaable to the whole.

That leadership for CoPs is ideally centred nahehands of one person, but made
accessible to members who can make decisions lbasieir learning, continued
evolution of practice and perceived need is natediich of the relevant literature
(Bryk et al., 1999; Clement & Vanderberghe, 200&rrt$, 2005; Fleming, et al., 2004;
Huber, 2004; Chalmers & Keown, 2006; Guldberg &iRijton, 2006; Handley et al.,

2006). However, defining the nature, extent andauttar of this accessibility has
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resulted in a plethora of names and concepts wihiiclwto discuss just how leadership

should be exercised and how power to make decisiongld be shared.

Within the abovementioned distributed leadershipeyafunction is that leadership is
perceived not as “positional” but as a “functiophenomenon” (Coleman, 2011). Here,
leadership resides in the professional ability ‘a@gacity” and not in a “hierarchy” (p.
307). Huber (2004) states that comprehension oflyhemics and relationships
between collaborating groups and individuals asemrial for leadership of a
collaborative process such as the creation of a(@0€79). A top-down and
hierarchical approach to leadership makes this cehgmsion difficult to attain and
maintain. The engagement in leadership activitp&gple at various levels within an
organization and “collective leadership” where dam making is shared allows
collaborative development of expertise and canrbegbe defined as distributed

leadership (Harris, 2005:165).

Coleman (2011) in a discussion of leadership ampremfor collaborative
environments discusses five types of leadershgrdsent a case for a “blended model”
of leadership. These are Authentic, Relationalfribisted, Political and Constitutive.

The main elements for each are presented as such:

Authentic leadership places focus on transparemtypw leaders present their “values
and actions” to those around them. The main linoitadf this type of leadership is
evident when a leader’s “authentic” behaviour is@ds with the needs and norms or

those around him. The promotion of “trust, empowanmrespect and mutual
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identification” is seen as a strength of this mq@el303-4). In the light of previous
discussion of identity alignment the need for stigeals, the strengths of this
leadership model as applied to CoPs are evidemneder, the cited weakness could be
crippling and incite CoPs to protect themselvesugh the previously discussed

methods of closing ranks and limiting their extéisnaccessible output.

Relational leadership centres of the relationshipk between a leader and those
around him. These relationships can vary and altovhe decision making power to
be placed in the hands of others. Whilst strongtieiships are clearly necessary for
collaborative processes to be truly so, theredarager that one relationship becomes

favoured over others (Coleman, 2011: 305-6).

Distributed leadership is discussed above, howeved dangers are the ambiguity in
discerning whether decision making power has beandy a leader or seized to fill a
perceived “void” in leadership. There is also agptial to “understate the importance
of an individual leader on organisational effectigss”, or in other words, leadership
may become too diffuse and render effective decisiaking nearly impossible
(Coleman, 2011: 307). In the construction of a @deével of decision-making control
that allows for the exploration of practice mustide with its members. This control,
whilst retaining goal and value alignment to thgéda organisation, requires explicit

clarity of roles if the diffusion above is to becgded.
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The political leadership referred to here is conedrwith the use of politics in
resolving tension and conflict and with the proraotof interests both within and
outwith the school. Whilst the need to behave pality is seen as unavoidable at
times, it sits uneasily beside concepts of authemd distributed leadership. It is
potentially “morally and ethically” conflicted. Adgtecbnally, its reliance on a nuanced
and keen understanding of relationships betweentagevokes the risk of political

actions being taken based on misunderstood dynd@ateman, 2011: 308-9).

Finally, constitutive leadership concerns the wiamwhich context is defined”. Vital to
this is the ability to communicate clear and unaggubus messages and expectations
(Coleman, 2011: 309). As it centres on the constrnof the conceptual and policy
environment in which collaborative working is expetto occur, it is bound up closely
with the notions of shared values and vision thasrthroughout the CoP literature. As
Bottery (2003) points out “a first step for leadefdearning communities...lies in

articulating them” (p. 206).

Coleman’s argument is that “Collaborative Leadgrsfp. 312) comes from a carefully
balanced blend of the above models. In a framewock as the one used in this
research which relies so heavily on collaboratiod mutual pursuit of practice
development a balanced conception of multiple leside models is called for. The
disparate needs of allowing room for innovatioeaclarticulation of expectation, the
development of cross-organisational learning stmest and the provision of training in
how to accomplish these things calls for the carsitions of the strengths and

weakness of more than one approach to leadership.
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Running through the above is an implicit acknowksdgnt that while leadership can
and perhaps should be usefully shared in a vanietyays, there is need for some focus
if not centrality in leadership. The increaseduefice leaders have on creating
collaborative cultures as they have “access tosg@timaking power” is noted,
however, this is paired with a “need for awarereess sympathy for the emotional,
work-related, and social needs” of employees (Bys6: 122). Additionally the
invocation again of shared values requires a stagoint for those values and Busher
(2006) also notes that “values laden” decision mglks political as choices made
include choices not made “and the allocation artilvalding of resources as a
result’(p. 80). This resonates with the creatiomthef environment implied in the
constitutive leadership above and argues for aideresd approach by leaders to

multiple models of leading and sharing power.

Huffman and Jacobson (2003) point to the “absojutelcessary” ingredient of a leader
who is a change agent in developing school impr@ardgnmitiatives that rely on
collaborative processes (p. 243). There are aspédisvelopment of CoPs that require
championing and the provision of both boundary @surce. “Ownership and
support, professional development, clear improvdmestess and differentiated
support” are cited as required to support the dgraknt of learning communities
(Thessin& Starr, 2011: 49). As all four of thesedlve the allocation of resource and
articulation of value, expectation and context appate support, the implication is that

there is a need for some focussed point of leagersh

36



The balance of the need for power and decision mgadbility to be dispersed to the
extent that CoPs can investigate and innovatelandeed for the output of those CoPs
to be comprehensible and useful to the larger asgan presents a dissonance when
discussing leadership. One argument running throliglresearch is that change
mapping and the construction of CoPs and learniggrosations is best pursued
contextually, in other words, that an understan@ind exploration of context is vital to
the success of such a project. Similarly, recomragons on how to structure and
pursue leadership models should be based on camdxteed and are intimately bound
up with the individual needs and difficulties fadedthe school or organisation in

question.

2.2.3.4 Elements of Concern: Tasking / Work Perforrad

The specific tasks of a CoP and the placementasetitiasks in the wider context speak
to not only the type of learning and developmeat thay take place, but also the
character of any knowledge that may be generatedtiegration into the larger
organisations. Goal oriented, short term CoP’s fuiliction differently than long term
ones and often both dynamics are at work as skt goals come together to address
long term goals. One such example of short termsGo® “collectivities” of practice
(Roberts, 2006: 633), a group concerned with thpogation of a specified task or
creation of policy/meaning exercise. Membershimintiple CoPs becomes possible as
working groups are formed and disbanded to addwessific tasks. The level of
formality and strength of boundaries with whichg@ehort term groups work will have

an effect on their impact on longer term CoPs.
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The focus on task which is one organising centr@ GbP provides one focal point
around which community norms can be formed (Bry&lgt1999: 755). The leadership
and power environment in which a CoP operates iaddily has an impact here. When
comparing the more facilitative and/or dispersegzesy/of leadership which give
members of a CoP some participation in decisioningato highly structured top-down
leadership which dictates tasking, the definingasking, and thus the practices needed

to pursue it, is increasingly relevant.

2.2.3.5 Elements of Concern: Collaboration and Paitipation within CoPs

It has been noted that the terms participationpaadtice “overlap” in definition
(Handley et al., 2006: 642). This ambiguity makesissue of participation central to
recognising the existence of, functions of, andntibnal creation of CoPs. Leonard
and Leonard (2001) state that a key element oalsotiation is a “shared responsibility
for participation” (p. 387-8). Wenger (1998) cifgrticipation as ultimately an issue of
refining practice and ensuring that practice isspdgo new generations within CoPs (p.
8). He also notes that the negotiation of meanihghvis at the heart of creating
knowledge and practice is a “convergence” of pguditton in the process and the
reification of accepted practice (p. 93). The chmaand quality of participation
exhibited by members of a CoP has substantial ibgrads ability to create, refine and
certify its practices in terms of function and edfty. It also deeply affects the wider
sense of practice in terms of the internal proces$&entity, individual and group
agency, the successful transmission of processkekraawledge and, ultimately, the

CoP’s success in creating meaningful contributtorthe overarching organisation.
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The limitations of the idea that participation aazarries such defining weight in both
the formation and coherence of CoPs have beengdieduParticularly Hodkinson and
Hodkinson (2004) and Edwards (2005) in Hughesl. ¢2@07) who note, respectively,
that participation as a single factor cannot explearning that has universal
applicability or as a way of illustrating the cansttion of new learning and knowledge
(p.-22). The danger inherent in these argumentsaisenculturation through negotiated
participation does not equal the creation of neawring, nor does it necessarily take
place peacefully. Wenger (1998) notes the potefdratonflict in the process of new
membership (see above), he even acknowledgestbainflict can be an engine of
growth. However, the point argued here is thatruledy learning as only taking place
through participation is limiting and carries thagntial to lose sight of other avenues

and processes through which learning happens amaisined.

The issues of participation and the implied colfaltion is a vital element in identifying
the presence of CoPs. Whilst participation alomeoadenote the presence of a CoP, it
is also true that one cannot exist without paréiign and some degree of collaboration.
The utility of the CoP in generating knowledge tbam be vetted for, and integrated
into, organisational learning is heavily dependemthe character of collaboration both

within a CoP and across its organisational bouedari
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2.2.3.6 Elements of Concern: Permeability of CoP Bmdaries to the Larger

Organisation

If boundaries between CoPs are porous (Robert&: B81), the information,
collaborative practices, values and expertise argghose boundaries are central
building blocks in building a picture of CoP furarti The nature of this transmission
can mean that cross-fertilisation and growth isuoteg or that there is active blocking
and vying for attention/power. If shared meaningg arganisational vision are unclear
and unexamined, this permeability can become ditiathat is as powerful as its
potential as an asset. The way in which output@6R, either in new practice or
proposed use of new learning, is reflected baakiirby the organisation is a
determining factor in characterising a CoP as pcode for the organisation as well
assessing an organisation for the way it valuesaaikks use of the learning happening

within its constituent groups.

In describing a national project in Australia, d999) states that the researcher
“assumed a relationship between the organisatidrteachers” work and that there was
an “interactive” connection between teachers’ wamid school development (p.183).
While this may be a reasonable assumption to miisealso an illustration of the
importance of then defining the interactive natfréhe relationship and how
knowledge, use of power and learning moves acmddatween boundaries within the

organisation/school.
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The use of CoPs as an organising principle is ribtowt pitfalls. The literature, from

the earliest discussions, has thrown up numerautsocs about the casual use of the
framework as a tool. Issues of power, leadersbgntity and ownership arise when one
begins to explore the CoP as a vehicle for mapgivamnge. The CoP is, however, a
useful tool for examining workplace learning whhe tlefinition is broadened to
include the issues of agency, power and identigy’'©(1999) assumptions about the
connection between teachers’ work and the orgaarsatay manifest very differently

in this study. The ‘interactive’ aspect may or nmay be shown to be present, more
interestingly, however, will be the extent to whigdrticipants perceive this

interactivity and its impact on their work pracsce

2.3 Learning Organisations

2.3.1 Overview: Definitions and Processes

The second conceptual framework on which this rebe@@sts is that of the learning
organisation. As with communities of practice tidisa has developed into a broad
discussion of theory and practice (Senge, 1990wBr& Duguid, 1991; Richardson,
1995; Leithwood & Seashore-Louis, 1998; Pool, 2000Senge et al., 2000; Bogler,
2005; Grieves, 2008). Discussions have ranged thenovert promotion of the idea as
a solution for organisational stagnation and iagf8enge, 1990; Brown & Duguid ,

1991; P. Senge et al., 2000) to calls to recogh&kits day is done and it is time to
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move on to new pastures of organisational theolgolgnan & Henderson, 2005;

Grieves, 2008).

Blackman and Henderson (2005) argue that transtosmaf knowledge and practice
do not occur in efforts to create learning orgaise as “events” and evaluation will
be filtered to concur with established worldviews%4). Grieves (2008) argues that
there is too much subjectivity in the effort toatea learning organisation and that the
framework is “weak” in “demonstrating the type afdwledge it seeks to pursue”
(p.472). These are among the reasons, which willismissed below, that this research
is attempting to marry this conceptual frameworkhat of the CoP. The question of
whether this lack of real dynamism, self-reflectaond clarity these authors discuss is

ameliorated or worsened by this marriage is orerébBearch seeks to address.

Between the two extremes are two decades wortkelwdte on the efficacy, various
uses for, and limitations of viewing an organisats an entity which is able to learn
from its internal practices and evaluate that legyim ways that are beneficial to that

entity as a whole.

In The Fifth Discipling[Senge, 1990) dialogue began in earnest by thedayut of a
theory of organisational learning in which “systethisking” underlie the way in which
an organisation might be able to learn from iteninal practices. This learning is then
available not only to assess performance and nmweafd in the development of

practice but also as a tool for the continued essswent of goals, aims and desired
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outcomes. His description of two types of comphgeXitletail” and “dynamic”, in part
shape how a view of organisational learning magdrestructed (p. 71-2). “Detail”
complexity being an understanding of the functiguals, and importantly, the
structure of an organisation; “dynamic” complexiferring to the exploration of the
causes and effects of learning over time. At trerthaf his argument is that the whole

Is seen, as opposed to static snapshots, andihabay allow the identification of
patterns of change over time (p. 69). These chawge&l then be assessed as possible

reflections of learning.

Definitions of learning organisations have evoles@r time and have included the
delineation of various types (Richardson, 1995uned elements (Dimmock &
Walker, 2005) and benchmarking and implementatiodets (Phillips, 2003).
Embedded in these discussions are on-going debatid® structure, limitations and

uses of the learning organisation as a tool fowiig learning and mapping change.

The integration of facilitated individual and grolgarning into change and
development (Tomlinson, 2004: 185) has emergechadundamental pillar of defining
and constructing learning organisations. This ésgiocess whereby individuals and
groups within an organisation are given the toal$ @sources to learn within their
sphere of work. This learning becomes the basiadquiring, creating and transferring
knowledge within an organisation. Richardson (1981@ijdes learning organisations

into three broad categories:
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Facilitated, creative and innovative

Unfacilitated, creative and innovative

Blocked, frustrated and destructive

(p. 26;28;30)

The central difference between these types of agtan is the leadership and
management structure within and, in certain caaesind them and the cultures these
structures allow to form. The latter pair would #ihan unwillingness to recognise
internal learning, limited permissible levels oflividual or working group autonomy
and active blocks to collaboration and communica#ioross organisational boundaries.
The first of these exhibits an environment in whechergent leadership is valued and
encouraged. Additionally, in the first case, bdté evaluation and retention of
knowledge and the means of communicating this Ugedfaross boundaries is
facilitated. This is the context where the “shdesning”, stable “manifestations” of
that learning and the integration of learning fradisparate” parts of the organisation
which Dimmock and Walker (2005: 64) describe agmisal elements of a learning

organisation are possible.

Calls for organisations to focus on the internatiéng of individuals and groups are
“not new” (Leithwood & Seashore-Louis, 1998: 3)h8als are faced with changing
and evolving external contexts. Legislative, saiahd community shifts require that
in order to best meet students’ needs, schoolaldesto thoughtfully and reflectively

adapt to the needs of their primary stakeholdeuslents. The capacity to encourage
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and integrate new learning in addition to meethgyrieeds and requirements of the
surrounding context is a complicated task. Negotjahe values of collaboration,
personal agency and shared construction of knowléake time. Conversations and the
freedom to explore practice require breathing spaicpractitioners and groups.
Responding to political dictums that can changelduiand meeting the day to day
needs of simply functioning as a school often nteahthis precious time is limited

and co-opted for other tasks.

The requirements of shared learning and “stablef{Dock & Walker, 2005: 64)
manifestations of that learning that can be asdemse integrated become all the more
vital to the development of a learning organisatidien seen in the light of the barriers
mentioned above. As time to develop work, buildadmdrative practices and share
learning in a meaningful way is often difficultfiad, the need for clear and facilitative
constructs for these to happen is clear. The dawfgsnceptual leadership becoming
submerged within working groups and internal gealserseding organisational goals is
real. Organisational goals can be seen as irreldayaa community of practitioners who
are without a clear and easily accessed structhezely organisational goals are
communally understood and clearly delineated. E€haenling organisation as a construct
then falls in the face of the needs for workingugr® to define their tasks and simply

get on with those immediately at hand.

The relationship between organisational learnindy@@rsonal learning is complex. The
theoretical requirements of internal consistendyben the “structural elements,
culture and organisational goals” of an organisatindergoing development are highly

dependent on individuals (Leithwood & Seashore-kpliP98: 242).Structural elements
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include the skills, values, and identities représey individuals. Only the
organisational goals here do not explicitly impigividual involvement. It is possible
that goals are presented to individuals as complegdacts of external decision
making. As stated above, these goals can thendmeaseirrelevant to individuals who
are either too busy or disengaged from the widetupe to buy into or see personal
value in them. Connecting personal learning withcpcal and realistic pursuance of
organisational goals may require that those gaaletned or filtered by the
individuals themselves. The issues of power and@gmvolved in allowing individual
members of an organisation interpretative contraevelopmental input over
organisational goals requires a leadership wiling able to facilitate this in a way that
builds communal ownership while retaining enougour that goals are coherent and

attainable.

Defining an organisation as a learning organisate&mbe difficult. Blackman and
Henderson (2005) note that it is “difficult to pbat something and say ‘that is a
Learning Organisation” (p. 43). Tomlinson (200&)$ “meaning, management and
measurement” as “critical” for defining a learniogganisation (p. 17). Given these, this
relationship between personal and organisatioaahieg is key. This is where
intentionally built structures that value and plaegponsibility on individual learning
and its use within the organisation can be becornaumble tool or conduit for

building support. To create meaning that is mednirrgquires the input of those by

whom the impact of decisions made or ideas purstkbe felt.
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In Blackman and Henderson'’s study of four orgarosat(2005) Shrivastra’s typology
of four perspectives (1983) on organisational leeyis included in an effort to begin

identifying transformational learning. These inaud

1) Adaptation
2) Developing knowledge of Action Outcome relationship
3) Assumption sharing, and

4) Institutionalised experience

(p.42)

The first two of these relate to incremental chabpgsed on experience and reactive
behaviour. Assumption sharing is noted as beingstrocted” knowledge (Blackman
& Henderson, 2005) as it is based on individuasitng meaning together through the
sharing of assumptions and the negotiation of tleé&vance, impact and implications.
Finally, institutionalised experience forms “a candiion of frameworks” which
reflects the knowledge gained by repeated praofiskill with the strong implication
that the skill(s) improves (p. 42). That reflectemmd assessment is needed for that
improvement to manifest brings into play Senge®9() discussions of both personal
mastery and systems thinking wherein the relatignisetween individual learning and
the translation of that learning into useful arté$efor the whole organisation is a key

element.

A model for the input and output of a learning arigation is also put forward in
Blackman and Henderson’s (2005) study. It provaeseful, though not exhaustive,
tool for identifying elements to examine when assggsan organisation for the

identification of elements for the constructionstifuctures of a learning organisation.
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Organisational Process| Learning Organisation | Outputs

Inputs Meaning Inputs
Radical New New People-Centred Competitive
Structures/Leadership Culture Encouraging Advantage
Challenge

Enable Continuous
Monitored Learning Systems Thinking Knowledge
Opportunities

Sharing New Mental

Personal Mastery Models
Information/Knowledge | Shared Vision Transformational
Generation and Sharing Change

table 2.4 (2005:43)

Each column begs separate sets of questions. phesinolumn contains within it four
complex ideas/functions with very distinct implicats for eventual output. The first
two involve the direct agency of leadership. Nemaures or people within a hierarchy
bringing a significant change into the expectationpossibly the values of the
organisation could arise from either of these. 3&gond two involve personal agency
on the part of people engaged in the work of tlyawisation. Personal Mastery being
one of Senge’s (1990) five disciplines that leadrganisational learning, notably one

that even as he advocates it as part of the prixeescribed as “very difficult to
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measure” as being of use to the organisation (.3 final element in the first
column, sharing of information and knowledge isyaaimic that may happen
spontaneously but can be severely limited by osgdiunal structures that do not
facilitate it, especially as regards to crossinganisational boundaries. As the literature
on CoPs implies that they are able to develop ocgéy, the sharing of information on
at least a simple scale is inevitable when group®agaged in a body work together.
The character of that information and the formal&ures around which sharing is

built begins to define the organisations accessugedf it.

In the second column an attempt is made to dekrgaine the functions whereby
meaning is created. Stemming from the functiorsctibns taking place within the
ideas from the first column, these seem to mepoesent both on-going processes and
potential outputs themselves. A new people-cerdtdttire which values challenge
would require some intervention to develop, whetherintervention come solely from
leadership or as part of a larger and more orgaieement could vary. However, as

the label implies there must be active agencyeaterit.

“Systems Thinking” is the whole that brings Send@%90) ideas together. In essence
he posits that seeing patterns, cycles of causaliy recognising the varying types of
feedback chains these cycles create allow oneste &n organisation as a whole.
Recognising cycles of causality in his view allguepple to feel as if they can be
agents within them (p.73). This agency in turn cagate several types of feedback
loops within an organisation. “Reinforcing feedbaiska mechanism by which growth

or recognition and integration of learning occtiBalancing feedback” is goal driven
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and provides a “stabilising” element through thecteng and evaluating of milestones

or endpoints (p.79).

There is additionally a destructive form of feedbtarmed “Compensated” whereby a
formal push for change can create resistancerhasiview can be equal to or greater
than the force (Senge, 1990:79). Among the obvilaungyers here is that of causing
practice development or learning to become subrdesigd rendered hidden and thus
useless or even destructive to organisational ilegrin its ideal form the systems
thinking model allows for learning to be focussexbre fully vetted and integrated into
work and align values to a holistic ideal rathertlin the fractured or balkanised

manner that develops when isolated groups ar¢dleftidress single tasks or goals.

The outputs presented in the model are listed aw/latge resulting in competitive
advantage or transformational change. In a scieolatter would be the output most
likely to be examined and sought, however, in indalstraining, national education
structures where schools are placed in competriatinone another and in fee paying
higher education, the former becomes increasinglyakin importance. The simplicity
of the model in its attempt to show possibilitiesans that there is a great gap in its
leaving out the processes whereby knowledge agttralhslates into these two outputs
and its placement before them as a step begs #stigm of what impact knowledge
that isn’t translated into these has. Again, ismlagroups or communities may be
translating new knowledge into practice that besdhfeir own work, but is not fed into

the larger organisational structure.

In practice there are clear dangers present indgehtbat relies so heavily on mutual

agreement of meaning, goal orientation and thersipaf mental models. This sharing
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of models and the shared vision that both affetsrasults from it is a complex
process. In this study, there are visible manifesta of change that are the output of
directed interventions. New curricula and teaclstigtegies followed the change
initiative discussed in Chapter one. However, tinemgent picture of the effects of
these in terms of Senge’s (1990) feedback types doepoint clearly to only one of

them.

2.3.2 Values and Meaning Making

The processes of sharing mental models, negotiaiganing and working to a shared
vision are closely bound up to the issues of valbekefs and the creation of meaning
that is useable and comprehensible. These areastbatgefine the synthesis of the two
bodies of literature discussed above. They argoflkeand complimentary importance
in both the micro definitions of CoPs and the fimmwihg (or not) of an organisation as
one that learns. Participation, use and distrilmutibpower, the nature of sharing and
the movement of created knowledge though a pramfeassessment, translation across
contexts, and reification for use are central ®ouke of CoPs for organisational

learning.

One definition of Learning organisations is as faup of people pursuing common
purposes (individual as well) with a collective aoitment to regularly weighing the
value of those purposes, modifying them when thaltea sense, and continuously

developing more effective and efficient ways ofauplishing them” (Leithwood and
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Aitkin, 1995: 41). It is this “collective commitm#&rthat relies on the shared
construction and acceptance of meaning, valuebelnef. Furthermore, the nature and
results of these processes that define the meanhiagcomplish’. This is particularly

in education where the end ‘product’ is not sokdyasimple to define as the bottom

line or commodity quality found in business, wherech of the research into these has

been done.

2.3.2.1 Values

Huffman and Hipp (2003) note creation of sharedi@alas vital to “reculturing” a
school as a professional learning community (p. ‘E5jidence of value consensus” is
listed as one primary criterion for defining a l@ag community (Busher, 2006: 124).
Bryk et. al (1999) state that if formed in a “cbltaative and dialogic” manner, shared
values can aid in aligning identities, creating agpgnities for buy-in and ameliorate a
communities propensity for conservatism (p.755sdarate values held by members of
a CoP or by CoPs within an organisational contaxththe potential to damage the
efficacy of communication within and between CoRd thus the organisation as a
whole. Additionally, tensions between groups haldiiffering values about the work

at hand and the results pursued inhibit the devedsy of any kind of shared vision that

is practical and coherent.

As the structures being examined in this studyeeed to how groups or

communities within an organisation affect and gateelearning within that
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organisation the existence of coherent shared saesses both sets of literature and
pulls them together in an intimate way. Huffman &hplp (2003) note that “change in
education comes when teachers are helped to chiaagselves” (p. 4). Given the
earlier discussion of participation, self-selectioterms of CoP membership, and the
construction of identity as part of building furatal CoPs, the statement above is
problematic. As “emergent facilitative leadershifygflexive management” and “open
communication systems” appear in the same listitdr@a as the consensus around
values mentioned above (Busher, 2006: 124), thee afi@elping teachers change
themselves becomes a complex one. The naturetdhigla” is the central question in
how a drive to create shared values can be irdidtkis is where the “explicit and
intentional discussion” (Richardson, 1995) of valasust be performed in an

environment in which voices are heard and opiniaised (p. 95).

Wenger et al. (2002) (in Saint-Onge & Wallace, 2088phasises the importance “that
a community and its supporters are aware of theevidlat a CoP is generating” (p.
212). Valuing the contributions, opinions and Wsliey members of a CoP is a first
stepping stone to reaching a position where thériboions of the CoP as a whole are
valued. The creation of shared values that argusbespoused by all but held by all
rests on the ability of the organisation and thermal leadership at whatever level
initiating the development of those values to eitlalyeflexive and conceptually

supporting environment for discussion.

Holliday (1999), in a discussion of organisatiooalture writes of an “onion skin” of

shared values that permeate in- and outward (p.289ilifferentiates between “Sub”
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and “Small” cultures; the former existing in “idegical tension” to the larger
organisation/culture and the latter existing “witland between” the same. The
implication being that a “Small” culture is moregaled to the larger organisation. His
use of the words within and between indicates @eption of these cultures as not only
supporting the larger culture but as acting asatsstituent elements. In other words,
the larger culture would not exist were it not lee smaller. This is true of his “Sub”
cultures, but this distinction points to a subgsteaty different quality to the relationship
between internal cultures that lie in tension wiitéir larger cultures and those that
genuinely make-up the larger culture with all thput and value placed on their

contribution that implies.

The values inherent in the previous paragraphgrmrest upon the existence of trust.
Trust is a “critical” value in and of itself (Huffam & Hipp, 2003: 39). In its absence
there is little possibility of emergent leaderstopmanifest productively. The absence
of trust also makes it difficult to examine whetloemnot espoused values are actually
held and acted upon. A contentious environmenthithvindividuals or groups are
hiding their practice or learning from one anottieough a belief that they will not be
valued or worse, discarded out of hand, is hardlyia which any meaningful attempt
can be made to establish shared values that haétpshared vision and establish

common grounds for development.
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2.3.2.2 Creating Meaning

Wenger (1998), in discussing the creation of meamrCoPs, places the negotiation
and creation of meaning in the convergence ofitrgiion” and “participation”.
Reification in his usage being “the process ofrggviorm to our experience by
producing objects” and participation as the actix@cess of engaging with one’s own
experiences and those of the groups to which tle&ynl (p.55). Thus the creation of
meaning in a CoP or a larger organisation is hgn@eess of engaging actively with
both the results of work practice and social inteoa and with the perceptions and
expressed experiences and opinions of memberseatador this may or may not be
physical; a collaboratively written curriculum has much to say about the functioning
and agreed values of the group of authors as tlthanecal processes (working groups,
editing, piloting etc.) they used to get to thadired product. The extent to which
individuals engaged in the process and contribUteere allowed to contribute begins

to define the nature of participation.

Given the importance of trust it is interestinddok at the relationship between
leadership and the creation of meaning. Hayes €2@04) express agreement with
Lambert (2000) who argues that, “leadership needetembedded in the community
as a whole [because] leadership is about learoigether, and constructing meaning
and knowledge collectively and collaboratively” 8. Shared meaning and values and
the way in which they inform work processes andaaiggtional functioning are greatly
affected by the way in which leadership is exertis®rces both within and without

can affect the creation of meaning and its abibtgreate values. In schools it has been
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noted that that the values “teachers hold or apee®d to hold” is a source of great
tension (Busher, 2006: 72). Where external valmelsraeaning are imported from areas
perceived as holding power (top-down leadershigxéernal political and social forces)
and where that power is perceived as carrying geaation of acceptance of those
meanings and values, Wenger’s (1998) active ppdiimn and engagement are

endangered. Engagement very easily becomes engagemesistance or sabotage.

If interaction and relationships are the “carriem@aning”’(Bouwen, 1998: 300), then
when interaction valued by all engaged in it isatlisved and relationships are defined
by deference to those one does not agree withtimgeaeaning that is useful and

encourages trust and development is difficult at.be

The motives of those involved and their evolvinigtienships “guide” the way which
meaning is created to a certain extent (Bouwen81392). Not only is true motive
important but perceived motives act as well ongieeess, particularly in dynamics
where a real or perceived disparity in power andesé present. In Wenger’s (1991)
convergence of reification and participation itaentrol of these (that) affords control
of meaning created” (p.93); a further argumentfuing emergent leadership and the
active valuing of listening to all agents in a dynawhere meaning is being

negotiated.

The relationship between how meaning is negotiatetihow values are consensually
arrived at and utilized has clear impact on thestmction of CoPs and their role in

creating learning organisations. As has been dsscliboth bodies of literature place
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high relative importance on accepted shared vandssupportive collaborative
processes. For learning emerging from a CoP to hale to and be productively
transmitted into the larger organisation, strucuwetrusting and open communication
must be present in order for explicit and frankleafion of practice and development

to take place.

2.4 Organisational Culture

Organisational culture is another aspect wher&hfe and the learning organisation
present potentially differing and difficult dynamid=rom a broad body of literature
discussing organisational change in the contegttitire (Bogler, 2005; Bouwen,
1998; Holliday, 1999; Cameron & Quinn, 1999; DeaP&terson, 1999; Davies &
Ellison, 2001; Huffman &Hipp, 2003; Hobby, 2004)etquestion of cultural change as
a vehicle for school improvement and as a meandoring discussion of
improvement has emerged and evolved. Hofstede jZiated that organisations are
“symbolic entities” whose “implicit models” are “fturally determined” (p. 375) in a
discussion focused on nation level culture andbiis in constructing organisational
culture. Evolution to discussions of organisationdtures as separate entities,
accounting for but not limited to, the effects lo¢ thational culture(s) of their members
has led to ideas of purposeful change and measutespecifically to inform change

(Holliday, 1999; Huffman & Hipp, 2003; Hobby 2004).
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In the framework this research is seeking to ewstapinternal groups (CoPs) share their
output with the larger organisation and are aligiliedommon organisational goals,
practices and values. This model of nested andferdependent groups requires that
the cultures of these groups be aligned; at leattet extent that communication and
open collaboration is possible. In a discussiothe@roles of school leaders in creating
a culture of professional development Law (1999tgs Schein (1985) as saying that
“the only real thing of importance that leadersslto create and manage culture”
(p.70). Leaders must take an integral role in anghgrocess and not simply act as
initiators or overseers (Clement & Vanderbergh®12@hapman & Harris, 2004;
Heaney, 2004; West et al., 2005). This is furtigueent for a distributed leadership
where these “integral roles” can be taken up inespart by those engaged in other

activity (p.70).

In a framework in which leadership plays such ara¢nole in the creation and
maintenance of culture, there are difficulties wk&stussing a model in which there
are potentially multiple cultures operating undexr same umbrella. To a certain extent,
this is perhaps inevitable when smaller groupsiwithe whole are departmentalised or
engaged in very different tasks. Where a largeeseadl result may be unified, the
separate tasks and areas of work involved in regahiat can be wide ranging.
Teachers of different subjects may have a simil@ven intentionally unified
pedagogical approach, but within groups independpptoaches may develop to solve
specific problems. In the framework being consingchere, this is desirable so long as
these practices are transparent, measurable fee ¥@lthe rest of the school and in line
with the ultimate vision and aims of the whole sahés shown above, this can be a

daunting construct.

58



Mittendorf et al. (2006) discuss CoPs as being tthtevelop their own unique “mini-
culture(s)” complete with their own habits, ritualsd, customs (p. 300). In a discussion
of organisational culture Hobby (2004) posits tlsgimi-automatic” routines “based in
tradition” can be examined and utilized to credtange and that “reinforcing
behaviours” extent in an organisational cultureqoP) can be used as part of
“communicating” and value setting (p.10). The imh@ad emergence of communities and
the formal creation of and / or encouragement lgyaoisations of CoPs lie on a
continuum of increasing organisational involvemiarthe functioning of CoPs within

an organisational structure. Discussion of fororahtentional encouragement of CoPs
places them in the realm of what Holliday (1999 al#es as sub-cultures as opposed
to “small cultures”. Sub-cultures being in “ideoicg tension” with their larger

cultures, and “small cultures” running “between anthin” their larger cultures (p.

239).

Bouwen (1989) states that “An organisation candresiclered as a community of
communities, that continuously interacts to adapver-changing requirements in the
environment” (p. 304). When these communities anetioning as Holliday’s “small
cultures” and the larger culture interacts withnth&ith support, facilitation, and active
participation one begins to see the framework wwngl a relationship between CoPs
and Learning Organisations emerge. A conceptualisaff organisational culture as
both parent and partner is useful here. Drive oviging common vision, goals and
values around which communities can build idergiaead common practice
development mechanisms is the central parentabrolarganisation has in relation to
these communities. Partnership plays out in theedispersal of leadership amongst
internal communities and the use of the above rmeati commonalities and identity

building to create means of sharing informatiorpexiences and new practice.
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This relationship between CoPs and learning orgdiniss is an exercise in
conceptualizing and managing complexity. Tasksgoals may be broken down into
their constituents, but the endeavour as a whdage and dynamic. Responsibility for
building a culture that can successfully negotiaie complexity falls upon all

involved. While leadership may initially set bounéa and goals, it is these
communities of communities and all they encompass will construct the culture in
terms of practice. The relationship between intecoenmunities and the organisation is
intimate and inextricable. The reflective and ayaliprocesses of knowledge
conversion make it necessary to approach the canistin of CoPs within a learning
organisation as a relationship and not a lineacgs® emanating from the top of an
organisation into the creators of knowledge withiWhere there is separation it is in
the necessary breaking down of complex holistiecamdurs into pieces that make
sense and make the ultimate task achievable. bofsthe ultimate goal is the
successful education of students; however thatfised by the individual context. In
order to achieve this goal there are innumeralslestéo be pursued by multiple groups
of people engaged in the process, including theestis themselves. The framework |
am attempting to show here places all these intioelships that are at the very least
dependent upon one another, and at their most ssfatesupportive of one another and

learning from collective experience.
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2.5 Synthesis

Preceding sections of this chapter highlight sdvuerportant areas of overlap in the
delineation of what elements and mechanisms m&@Paand a Learning

Organisation. If CoPs are shown to exist and, wérgbhoductively and positively or

not, they create an environment for learning aadgmission of procedure and practice,
then there is output to be captured. Initially to@cern is not the character of this
output, simply its existence; judgments of functitype and character are a subsequent
step. In the sense that an organisation may haxgaer many CoPs functioning

within its boundaries and to some extent furtherisgoals, its role as host to these
presents it with certain choices as to the manmidérwhich culture development and
expectations of work are constructed and convelkd.way in which these choices are
evaluated, made and their consequences assessesl toegll one if an organisation

can begin to be defined as a Learning Organisatsooresented in the literature

discussed above.

The main areas of overlap in conceptual framewerknlthe collaborative and process
oriented aspects of CoPs and learning organisatt@rsexample, as is seen in the
literature, regardless of determinations aboutafly and value, shared learning and a
process by which that learning is evaluated and tsenform further learning are
common elements in both frameworks. Assessmemaofing and tools for doing so is
a vital piece of the puzzle for the functioningbmith a CoP and an organisation that
wishes to evaluate and make use of internal legriiarthermore, processes of

assessment cannot take place without mechanisnegturing learning, another
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element common to both frameworks. The liftingezdrhing above the level of working
group (or CoP) and its evaluation for utility todar organisational goals and aims
begins to define where overlap of process and ttaast building blocks begin to
either diverge and/or aid in building nested comitiesithat contribute to learning

beyond the boundaries defined by individual tasks.

2.5.1 Commonalities and Tensions

CoPs and learning organisations are, at their $ieaohcerned with two overarching
endeavours. Firstly there is a task to performsThay be as discrete and as clearly
bounded as cutting a tree down properly or pregaaireport for a meeting. It may also
encompass as large and complex a task as faagjtatstudent’'s movement from
matriculation to graduation. Secondly there isrtteans by which this task is
completed, or the practice of it. The questiomdémtionality comes into play in
judging the extent to which a group of workers wioaganisation can be termed as a
CoP or learning organisation respectively. In othierds, if knowledge is being created
and evaluated to perform a task or achieve a g@athe level of awareness of process
and the on-going evaluation of that process thateayin to show whether a CoP is
moving from the organically and spontaneously fatrastity that occurs when people
self-organise around perceived needs and ideabdRison 1995: 15) to a more
codified mode which functions as an intentional C8iilarly, the level to which an
organisation consciously builds structures to eatg, capture and evaluate the
knowledge and processes being refined by its vamoembers begins to indicate

whether it can be termed a Learning Organisaticttefised in the literature.
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Discussions of both frameworks share the ideakihatviedge is being created
somehow and that something is done with that kndgéeeven if, in cases where
organisations create the “Blocked” dynamic whertgycreation of new practices or
knowledge is ignored or actively impeded (Riclsard 1995: 30). A vital common
element of both frameworks remains their preoccapatith the creation and use of

knowledge, even in instances where that preocaupétithe discouragement of this.

This continuum from organic to intentional is natlean line. When discussing the two
frameworks together it is important to note thaslaswn CoPs can operate quite
productively in the absence of a formalised andrntibnal learning organisation. The
boundaries of their influence may extend only witinembers or to a community
whose tasks and remit create an overlap, but mger formal organisational learning
their influence can be severely limited or impedHEak reverse is also true; an
organisation may take clear and intentional stegmutld structures that allow for the
sharing and evaluation of new learning and prastizé experience a total lack of buy-
in from the agents actually creating this learramg practice. The various waypoints
along this continuum are characterised by theicglahips between agents and the
organisations in which they act, the alignmentalfies, goals and perceived efficacy of
practice and ultimately the character of interacbetween the formalised structures of

an organisation and those created by CoPs witleim th

An interesting question in this study will be tharcipants’ perceptions of the
organisation’s willingness and desire to use tlegirning, practices, and created
processes to further its larger goals. In the lgfithe acknowledgment within the

literature above that working groups may, someesen are likely to, behave in some
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of the ways that a formal CoP would, it is teasig the perceptions of the participants
that will allow for determining whether or not atlst the seeds of formal and
intentional construction of CoPs exist. Their ot&ion towards the organisation in
which they reside in terms of feeling heard andr@their practice valued will help

begin to determine what elements, if any exisg @drmal learning organisation.

Issues of perceptions of the location of powennitsntions and its accessibility have
enormous impact on both sides of the equation.isaidsed, identity, shared values
and goals and a common understanding of purposatal¢o the existence of both
functioning CoPs and learning organisations. Inhiireall of these is power; its use
and its accessibility. Decision making about p@tinnovation, experimentation and
evaluation is central to the development of CoRs ¢heatively and productively
develop, share and reify practice. As ideas, carscand processes are “shared and
reshaped” (Bouwen, 1998) all voices must be headdaiowed ownership of the

processes and decisions (p. 312).

Futhermore, the willingness of these CoPs to shatwith their boundaries is self-
evidently fundamental to the creation of a Learr@rganisation. In discussing
indicators of emergent learning communities BugB665) notes the importance of the
extent to which middle leaders are facilitativarniaolving staff and teachers in decision
making and creating understanding of policy; thespnce of shared values held by
teachers and staff about vision and directionusesof a variety of means to create and
maintain clear and open communication; the devetyraf “social cohesion” that is

aware of the distribution of power; and a managertieat facilitates collaborative
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improvement of practice with an “explicit” foundai of shared values informing
decision making (p.17). For these to be evidentgamline it is clear that autocracy in
decision making, setting of goals and the dictatibidentity creates the less than ideal
setting for organisational learning and developnoéi@oPs. It is not simply the reality

of autocracy, but the perception of it that carat#gea damaging environment for these.

Learning teams as opposed to professional develafgiwerkshops” or interventions
are recognized as having the potential to sigmfigamprove instruction and provide
an environment of dignified and engaged profes$i®maamongst teachers (Schmoker,
2004). In fact it is noted that “there is broadeevemarkable, concurrence among
members of the research community on the effeatsu@fully structured learning
teams on the improvement of instruction. Add te thiat such structures are probably
the most practical, affordable, and professiondignifying route to better instruction
in our schools” (p. 5). Subsequent to this recagmits the question of how a “learning
team” develops into a CoP that then aids the deweémt of organisational learning.
Additionally the phrase “carefully structured” hasamportant for the intentionality it
implies. The implication is that a “learning tean@n function as a replacement or
partner to professional development opportunitiethé successful pursuit of
improvement and/or evaluation of group practicee @stinction between this and a
CoP in the framework | am constructing here liethmintentional role the CoP plays

within the larger organisation.

In a discussion of recent studies on improvemeatesjies in the UK funded by the

Department of Education and Skills, Chapman andi$ié2004) found that where the
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practice of teachers was poor, investment in coliative development schemes led to
better instruction (p.224). The structure provitdgdhe CoP offers a generous
framework in which to pursue developing collabaratand reflection on practice.
Whilst clear central leadership may be requirelddgin a project of this sort, if and as
it progressed a more democratic form of decisiokintpis needed (Chapman &
Harris, 2004: 224). This democratic form allows diglleaders to perform the
facilitation discussed by Busher (2005) and po#diytaids in creating an environment
in which identity construction around commonalitedgpurpose is productive in

eliciting buy-in and engagement.

The question of shared values is a strong comnemegit between the two
frameworks. As above, they are vital to the creatibCoPs, however otherwise well-
functioning CoPs with differing values to otherghim the organisation or to the whole
are not best positioned aid the formation of arlg®y organisation. In a discussion of
CoPs Handley et al. (2006) note not only that valuestruction is part of how a CoP
forms, but that its context, or what is happenibgyond” the CoP, has clear impact on
how it functions (p.642). A sense of shared valuas beliefs is noted as central to CoP
efficacy (Leonard and Leonard, 2001; Hayes e2804) and organisational success to
some extent is “dependent” on a “strong culturetheise (Tomlinson, 2004: p. 151). It
is also noted that shared values make it easienigender trust” and contribute to

feelings of communal responsibility towards impnoent (Bryk et al., 1999: 755;758).

We are led again to questions of power and leagerttentralised energy for change

successfully moves toward a more democratic exeafipower and decision making,
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then values are easier to align across boundasi€oBR members feel their
contributions are welcome and that they are pasbafething larger than their
department or working group. This is not aboutheas or other staff having “total
freedom” but feeling that their work and decisi@ns valued to the extent that there is
empowerment emanating from leadership, wherevesitles, as opposed to dictation

and heavy handed imposition of structure (Irwin &adr, 2004: 352).

In addition to shared benefits, both CoPs and iegrorganisations face common
difficulties and are prone to some of the samalbétf In light of the discussion above,
an environment in which values are not alignedwahdre work is undervalued damage
can be done to both CoPs and learning organisatdana productive relationship
between the two will necessarily be reflexive agitective, dysfunction on either side
of the equation affects the other. The most denticcaad nurturing of organisations
will not succeed in becoming learning organisatibi@oPs within are not participating
in the exercise. Conversely, CoPs creating solstiortheir own difficulties and
improving their own practices will be unable to hthose experiences with the larger
organisation unless they feel able to do so thraugbmbination of communicative

structures and distribution of decision making tinake it possible.

The danger of “balkanisation” (Dimmock & Walker 20®6) affects both CoPs and
organisations. The need of the “bureaucratic oggdinn” to impose structures and
dictate who can be termed innovators can cause @ofteate “mock bureaucracies”
that act within an organisation. Here there is #t®danger that two or more CoPs
within an organisation “collude” (Richardson, 1995) to build these and share good

practice with one another in spite of rather thmaupport of the larger organisation.
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CoPs working in what they feel is isolation maylserge” their learning, as discussed
in the previous chapter and remain hidden in pdaght to the organisation

(Richardson, 1995: 28).

Again this submersion could mean that individualugrs are isolated, or that two or
more groups are allied in their attempts to solabdlgms and move forward without
the hindrance that they perceive the larger orgaiois processes to present.
Conversely, there is a danger here that, in amattéo unearth this learning, an
organisation could very easily create structurgsaoier distribution that exacerbate,
rather than ameliorate the dynamic. In the framé&wonstructed here, the suggestion
would be that there is open dialogue not only afieng and practice development, but
of the ways in which that is shared and developéds requires the informal structures
of CoP function to at least be transparent andttirebrganisation be clear in its aims,

allowing at the minimum some dispersal of decisitaking authority.

This open dialogue and transparency requires reesuffime and funding are recurrent
and very visible barriers to improvement strategied organisational learning. | would
add leadership capacity to these. Schools are filasgs and when discussing CoPs and
their generative potential for practice developmaerd organisational learning these can
be severely impaired by the lack of time availabléeachers and other staff to talk and
think collaboratively about the work they are erggh@n. Whilst informal discussion is
noted as being invaluable (Gentry & Keilty, 2004yds et al., 2004: 527;151), there is
substantial evidence that setting aside time f@mieg and exploration is vital (Bryk et

al., 1999; Clement & Vanderberghe, 2001; Supovi@f2; Bloom & Stein, 2004;
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Hayes et al., 2004). Collaboration depends on@patiion and this in turn depends on
participants having time to discuss and exploreek&the provision of this time
requires the release of people from hours of otfuek or the provision of training, the

perennial issue of funding comes to the fore.

| place leadership capacity in this look at reseuur its central place in both the
formation and functioning of both CoPs and learronganisations. As discussed
above, the character of leadership and accesssandf power has great impact on
these. Where power as a currency and resourcadsassible for decision making or
where it acts to frustrate exploration of pracacel learning it functions as a barrier. A
leadership structure which exhibits trust and al@oPs to make and act on decisions
is more likely to produce learning output accesstblthe organisation. In addition to
the provision of time, resources and incentivest@vidorf et al., 2006: 305) an
interested leadership takes an integral role ineage process and the learning
involved, not acting only as initiators or supeovss(Harris & Young, 2000; Clement &
Vanderberghe, 2001; Chapman & Harris, 2004; Hea2@34). One implication of this
is that some portion of leadership and power shoegdtle within CoP membership and

have an interactive and trusting relationship it larger leadership environment.

Here we confront the question of leadership vensasagement. There is separation of
the two into the facilitative aspect of managensard the conceptual drive of
leadership in the literature (Bryk et al., 19990y, 2004: 757;12). The logistics
surrounding the provision and distribution of plogsiresource is a management issue.

An initial assessment of how much of what resoisceeeded where is connected to
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conceptual leadership and strategic planning; implging decision made on this
assessment is structural. In the framework | aesgmting here, this distinction is
important. Whilst | argue for a distributed lead#psand a democratic access to
decision making power, the administrative aspetitsgistical work would be the
purview of middle and senior managers. In many whgm arguing that middle
leadership be facilitativand participative, furthermore these levels of leadgrsh
should explore their own function as distinct Ctianselves, as will be discussed

below.

If CoPs are, broadly speaking, engaged in devetpaid refining practice as it applies
to group specific remit and learning organisatibage a central purpose of evaluating,
reifying and applying internal learning to orgarnisaal goals there are further tensions
illustrated in the frameworks. The scope and rerhihe two have significant
differences. On the issue of identity, CoPs areviheangaged in identity construction
(Handley et al., 2006; Wenger, 1998). Learning niggtions are equally interested in
identity construction, but given the larger rermtigotential diversity of working
groups within them they are prone to the impositbidentity (Dimmock & Walker,

2005: p.66) even under the guise of collaboratorgstruction.

Perceptions of access to power and trust are dictae of this tension. CoPs may also
fall to this danger through overly strong transneissnechanisms and the ignoring of
new elements of identity new members bring, howeweranisational identity has a
further distance to travel and is potentially fiée through multiple layers of

leadership. Some research shows that the devela@h€oPs at leadership levels is
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below levels of those efforts by teachers (BloorBi&in, 2004: 20). If the centres of
power and authority are not engaged in communitynimgg and value sharing
processes messages intended for the organisatiancathem will not have the

coherence necessary to allow CoPs to form arougahisational goals.

Tensions can additionally arise when CoPs are wgrgainst organisational goals.
This may not necessarily involve malice or intentio obstruct those goals. As noted it
is possible for CoPs to conserve themselves in Wetswvork against organisational
goals simply in an effort to maintain their intelrpeactices or protect themselves from
perceived external pressure to change. That cooittelrning and leadership for
learning can become “submerged” within a CoP; renddarger organisational goals
irrelevant (Richardson, 1995:15) has been noteshg& (1990) further points to
perceptions of management and the larger orgamisati an internal enemy engaged in
control and the silencing of dissent as a mechamibereby sharing and development
of practice is stifled (p. 18-25). It may also bgetthat rather than stifling learning, this
simply places internal learning beyond the reactheforganisation as CoPs reticence

toward sharing causes them to hide their practmegsesses and new ideas.

The concluding sections of chapter 5 present a fiodanderstanding the findings of
this study (figure 4.1). The synthesised elemehteeabove frameworks are further
discussed in the context of a discussion of finglifidhe proceeding chapter presents the

design and methodology conceived to carry out tineys
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Chapter Three: Methodology

3.1 Purpose and Structure of Chapter

This chapter discusses the research design amlieetion and analysis methods used
for this study. The choice of the interpretive migan and the type of case study is
followed by methodology, including discussion omstoucting credibility, ethical

considerations pertinent to the study, and issugsnding insider research.

3.1.1 Key Research Questions

The aim of this study leads to the key researclstires:

Key Questions:

1) What elements of models of Communities of Pracieeperceived as present /

absent by the participants?

2) What elements of models of learning organisatioegarceived as present /

absent by the participants?

3) Where do participants place themselves in a strecfipower and influence

within and without the working team they are menshaf?
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4) Where would senior and middle managers believé stambers would place
themselves in a structure of power and influendaiwiand without the

working team they are members of?

3.2 The Interpretive Paradigm Choice and Researcht&nce

The interpretive paradigm is centred on gainingiaierstanding “of the subjective
world of human experience” (Cohen, et al., 2009: B4rew out of Max Weber’s
(1968) writings in response to perceived limitatiai positivist approaches to
describing social phenomenon. Central to thesadiions was an argued inability of
positivism to “stand back and question itself” é@a2005: 109) with a growing
conviction that social phenomenon could not be emachand described by laws akin
to those emergent and described in the physicahses (p. 41). Issues regarding the
formulation of laws that govern social phenomenuariuded that “knowledge of social
phenomenon” is bound up with the significance peqphce on events in specific
situations and that “no law can reveal how and mchy situations” events acquire

significance for individuals (p. 42).

The idea of “Methodological Individualism” holdsathas people although “purposeful”
agents in knowing why they do something, theiradican have results beyond the
initial reasons for acting (Baert, 2005: 57). Wed®68: in Baert, 2005) was
fundamentally concerned with the problem of apmypositivistic methods and
expectations to social meaning and interactiomegponse to trends for the use of
social and historical research to define what wasddor a given society, he held that
the social sciences cannot “judge between compethges” (p. 55). Interpretivism

then is essentially a framework which states thetndividual perception and
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construction of social reality is a phenomenon taat be described, but is not subject
to codifying or causal laws (Baert, 2005; Cohealgt2004). Individuals and those
researching their interaction and behaviours batighunique, and to an extent
unguantifiable, realities to a situation. The pwgthen is to describe social
phenomenon with an open and explicit understaniiagthe existence of the
individual constructions of reality people as astbring to social phenomenon must be

acknowledged.

The idea that social science can describe phenaménonot delineate a law of correct
behaviour is important here (Baert, 2005: 55). thas research, there is no assumption
that CoPs and learning organisations represerteai way of constructing a social
context. The study is concerned with the extenthich the participants view their
working environment as manifesting these conceptieacribed in the literature and
whether or not their construction would be useduiheir work. The effort is in
discovering and describing their perceptions oirtiverk and the context in which they
perform it. The two bodies of literature provideanceptual framework for describing
a possible way to envision and structure the osgditin around participants in a way
which may facilitate the successful collective pitrand refinement of their work
practices. It does not build a social reality whietm be constructed through the

application of any rule or law derived from the chigstion of their perceptions.

The constructivist assertion of the making of megmeople engage in during their
interactions with the world (Cresswell, 2003: pp@)vides an epistemological base for
research examining agency, motivation and persdrate in a group setting. The

analysis of perceptual data and the subsequentapph of that analysis to discussion
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of change that could result in shifting relatioqpshicommunications and allocation of
decision making power requires an epistemologiaaklthat recognises the personal
construction of meaning. These meanings are “vametimultiple” (Cresswell, 2003:

p. 8) and it is within the complexity of them thiais study can begin to discuss how the
participants’ teams function, both internally arsdoadies relating to the larger

organisation.

The stance | have adopted here is intended to atémuthe way that the internal and
personal perspectives of individual participantd iform a discussion of the external,
I.e. relationships and the artefacts of power. Mglgn adopting this is to allow
rigorous discussion of individual perceptions whasknowledging and additionally
accounting for the influences of multiple percept®f the environment in which the

participants operate.

Pragmatism holds that research takes place imt@xts historical, social, or other.
Further it holds that there is not a “unity” of ligathat can be represented (Cresswell,
2003: p. 12). As this research is concerned wigfaoisational structures that are not
closed to the world but are bounded by missionraathbership, the pragmatic
approach allows for the acknowledgement of the ri@ednd the construction of,

context appropriate instruments.

The interpretive paradigm, concerned as it is Withconstruction of the social reality

agents create within spheres of action, providesiadation for designing the research
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(Cohen et al., 2004, Briggs and Coleman, 20073.ithportant to note the danger of
interpretivism in its potential to “hermeticallyadédata from external influences
(Cohen et al., 2004: p. 27). The concern is thi#t@al boundaries are placed around
participants’ behaviour, hence the importance adlists firmly located within, and
situating perspectives within, participants’ congexf the process of reflexivity and
engagement with the data is transparent and rigptha advantage of an interpretive
approach in informing the construction of analysisot to be ignored. Examining and
acknowledging the process by which any boundareglaced on discussion of
participants’ perceptions allows both a means gigmg more deeply with the
discussion and for a critical reader to see thegae and thought behind such

placement.

To ensure that research in the interpretive pamadsgcarried out rigorously, bias and
researcher perspective must be addressed. “Refiéxias explicated by Morrison
(2007: 32), calls for the consideration of the plat the researcher within the research

and the knowledge produced. The central suppodikoa is that:

“...evaluative judgements are made at every stagieeofesearch process-in deciding
what questions to ask, what evidence to recoralbect, how to interpret that
evidence, what findings and interpretations to emsgge in reporting the work, and in
thinking about the practical or policy implicatiookthe research” (Gewirtz & Cribb,

2006: 142).
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The argument is for “ethical reflexivity” in thdtey maintain that not only is research
used to form and inform policy but that the “implions” for policy are “embedded”
within research (Gewirtz & Cribb, 2006:147). Thiasmn response to Hammersley's
(2000) discussion of reflexivity in social researelammersley (2008) said that
“sociologists must take account of the difficulteesd dilemmas that face practical
actors, rather than producing abstractions thairgthese”, but rejecting the notion
that there are embedded implications for policy thaearchers must be advocating or
at least be aware of (p. 550). Conceding thatffigsliare “often taken to imply such
conclusions (by policy-makers or practitioners, aftén by researchers as well)” he
also notes that “they only have those implicatisithin a particular context of
assumed factual knowledge and value commitment3%p). The danger of the
assumption that specific policy implications wié mferred from findings alone lies in
the fact there “will always be alternative framek®pf assumption” leading to multiple

interpretations in terms of implications for polify. 550).

The notion described here virtually defines therggths and dangers of an interpretive
approach. That the researcher must account fardiaa assumptions, understandings
and choices in describing the design and findirigesearch is clear. It is equally clear
that, as individuals with individual social congttions, readers will bring their own
understanding to the research and may very walt imbm findings ideas that go
beyond what is described. This speaks directly &b®Y's charge that researchers must
use theoretical concepts and be aware of and édgthicut them in order to “avoid
misusing” them (Baert, 2005: 47). Indeed one mefind and explicate theoretical
concepts used in research “properly” with the krealgle that as society changes so too

will meaning attached to concepts not carefullyrsd (p. 47). Reflexivity calls for
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equal attention to be given to making clear theppse behind choices a researcher

employing the interpretive approach makes.

This project calls for the interpretation of stagts made by individuals and an
understanding of the context in which they are made identification of assumptions
and unearthing of underlying meanings affectingestents made by participants which
stems from ethnomethodology additionally callsdorunderstanding of the
researcher’s position within the project. Ethnorodtilogy holds that “commonplace”
activities should be afforded the same attentioexaordinary events in order to
describe the sense people make of their everydagriexce (Garfinkel, 1967, in Cohen
et al., 2004: 24). In this study participants askeda to discuss their perceptions of
everyday events and dynamics experienced in thkphaare. Dynamics of
collaboration, the construction of a shared practied the sharing of that practice
within and without their working groups are evidedan both “commonplace” and

extraordinary activities as will be shown in chapte

The positioning of the researcher will be an imaottelement to consider in the
analysis of data. As an insider researcher (refetian 3.7.1) identifying these
commonplace and extraordinary events will involistahce from my own perceptions
of what is and isn’t commonplace. There are ethasalell as operational implications
implied. Criticism of self-reflexive approaches baween voiced, noting the danger that
researchers become concerned more with the stuslycadl phenomena rather than
with the phenomena itself (Baert, 2005). The resuthis criticism should not be to

stifle reflexivity, but to ensure that the researcis careful to explicate their orientation
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to their own influence on data analysis duringdhalysis process. Thus retaining the
ability of reflexivity to shed light on the impaat the researcher and allow for “new
and imaginative” ways of evaluating the phenomeziagdiscussed (Baert, 2005: 166-

7).

This research is essentially about participantstgions of questions of agency,
placement, professional orientation to task, amgssto decision making power.
Tensions and processes surrounding the percemtfondividuals as members of a
working group, that group’s orientation around sleacommunity and their place
within organisational efforts to evaluate and imy@deaching practice are additionally
represented in the key questions. Identity, valsieared or otherwise and individual
beliefs about group process and organisationatilegrare embedded in the discussions
represented in the data. The data is qualitativeatare. Thus the constructivist and
pragmatic approach within the interpretive parad{@resswell, 2003: p.12) discussed

in this section has been chosen to conceive thegiro

3.3 Design

3.3.1 Case Study

The research is a case study of one institutiortlaagerceptions of a sample of its

employees. This institute is an industrial trainurgt of a national oil company (see
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chapter one), hereafter referred to as the ITU.CEse study falls under the
“exploratory” , “descriptive”, and “picture drawihgategories of case studies (Briggs
& Coleman, 2007; Cohen, et al., 2004: 145;183). dlect of the study is to build a
picture of participants’ perceptions in order teatliss these in the context of the

combined CoP / learning organisation framework.

Bassey (in Briggs & Coleman, 2007) presents afistitributes and necessary features
of case studies that illustrates well the ratiotekind choosing this as a means of
designing the research described here. The fitbaisthey are set “within a localised
boundary of space and time”, and in the case picure drawing” case study where
gaining an understanding of a current dynamictoiasion is desired as opposed to a
description of unfolding events (“story-tellinghase boundaries form the frame within

which the picture can be drawn (p. 143-5).

Two more of these attributes are that they “exarmteresting aspects of activity or
institution” and that they “inform judgements aretions of practitioners and policy
makers” (p. 143). Examining the perceptions of wagkgroups in a focus group setting
allows for examining the “interesting aspects”’eémts of their views that illustrate
orientation towards the combined framework. Addisity it builds the foundation for
discussing a model that may inform both their wogkpractices and the policy

environment in which they work.
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In a discussion of naturalistic and ethnographseagech Lincoln and Guba (1985) state
that studies “must be placed in their natural sg#tias context is heavily implicated in
meaning” (p. 138). In this study, context is vitaterms of drawing a boundary. In the
same way that reliability (see below) is an “impi@al concept” (Bassey, 2007: 144)
for case studies as they are one time occurremuesa precisely replicable, the
context in which working groups reside and theaws on those contexts will never be
the same from one organisation to the next, or éan one point in time to another
point in time within a single organisation. The t®xt is inherent in the discussions a
working group will have and is part and parcel oy analysis of their views.
Understanding context and its influence on paréiotp is important for making sense of
their perspectives. As will be discussed in chaptehe institutional context, both in
structure and culture, play a significant role awhparticipants discuss their

relationships to power and the ability to develoactice.

Additionally, the “utilisation of tacit knowledgeas described as inescapable (Lincoln &
Guba, 1985: 138). This speaks again to the neecbftextual explication in
discussions of work and perceptions of working emvinent. Part of the descriptive
task is to make tacit knowledge understood by @agnts and their interlocutors
comprehensible to a reader whilst avoiding overagishive or unnecessary explanation.
Writing for this kind of study “should strive to lieformal and capture informality”

where appropriate (Cohen et al., 2004: 152).

This case study, falls outside of the “explanatayti lies within the “descriptive” and

“exploratory” modes (Yin, 1984, in Cohen et al.020183). The purpose of the study
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is not to explain the why of the discussed behasgiand structures, but to build a vivid
enough picture that judgements can be made in tefiihe research questions, which
are concerned with the participants’ views and vthay say about the presence or
absence of dynamics drawn from the two framewdrkaddition to the vivid picture,
Hitchcock and Hughes (1995; in Cohen et. al, 2@@nt to the framing of this picture
by stating that case studies are performed in @datthat enable boundaries to be
drawn” (p. 182). Delineating the boundaries withiinich discussion takes place further
allows a reader to judge the inferences and commmecpresented by researcher based

on his/her analysis of the data.

Arguments for the construction of comprehensibl@ awid representations of the data
and the outcomes of analysis include the cited el@ngf case studies as potentially
being prone to “observer bias” and “easily openrtiss checking” despite attempts to

display “reflexivity” by the researcher (Yin, 1984,Cohen et. Al, 2004: 184).

3.3.2 Credibility and Trustworthiness

As discussed, this study is situated within therprtetive paradigm and the data is
qualitative in nature. Thus questions of credipibt trustworthiness require an
approach appropriate to the data. In the type & study presented here it has been
noted as possible for two researchers to examaedme phenomenon and conclude
with very different but equally “reliable” conclusis (Cohen, et al., 2004: 118). The

central concern for this study is to show that tusions are reached based on a
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credible analysis and a trustworthy approach tallag the data. The framework
constructed for the analysis of data cannot be gnaolois, most especially in an
interpretive design, in order to have a meanindisitussion of the trustworthiness of

the research.

This research is concerned with individual peraasiwithin a specific educational
context; the goal is not to gather generalisabta.dehus trustworthiness and credibility
are pursued to evidence the attempt to ameliofateamd pursue as accurate a
depiction of participants’ views as possible. Grgational cultures and CoPs, being
made up of individuals inside specific contextd| mianifest processes of
communication, expressions of leadership and useaafing differently as contexts
change. Credibility will be discussed in termstd# variety of perceptions present in

the data and their confirmation / clarificationdbighout the process.

A comprehensive attempt to show the credibilityoélysis will be established in
several ways. The development of “rich, thick” dgstns that allow the reader to
immerse herself in the context and the perceptdmsarticipants is one of these
(Cresswell, 2003: 196). Additionally the use of gadve” or “discrepant” information
to query the data whereby disagreement and cordrgyments are presented to
discuss analysis is used to make transparent mytluwking and choices. The
reflexivity discussed in the design section of tthapter is a process which, through
candid acknowledgment of my own knowledge and ppi@es, can show potential

areas of bias and ameliorate to the extent posgilvesswell, 2003: 196).
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Extreme responses, or outliers, will be addresséda interview stages and discussed
in the context of the framework built from the faéure. Furthermore, the above will
serve to aid reflexivity in identifying and discusg of my own orientation and
potential biasing perceptions, an important consiiten given both the nature of the

research and my position as an insider (see below).

Throughout the design and prosecution of this stidggent efforts have been
undertaken to combat the inherent danger of subijgcbosed. An interpretive study
that attempts to build a narrative of personal @gtions required an approach that was
constantly and consistently aware of the questi®ubjectivity and bias. There was
continuous awareness that their stories were beldgand that my understanding of

any assumed knowledge or dynamic was not a pdnbst stories.

Additionally, the challenges posed by my role asdear researcher were thoughtfully
addressed and constituted an on-going processsfdaration of my role, my
relationships to the participants and my knowledge perceptions of the context. | had
been a member of a teaching team within the sap&rtheent the participants were
drawn from for one year and a team leader of #gentfor a further year. In the eight
months prior to performing the study | was workingin administrative role,
processing student data. While in this role, | rem@@ physically in the same office as

the teachers of two teams.

Despite no longer being engaged in teaching, | ie@daas a result of my history with
the participants and my physical presence, a @uieaAs a former team leader | was

often part of discussions of the course | had wabskegh and consulted with on

84



curricular and assessment issues. As adminisingitudent assessment records, | was
in contact with all instructors across the ITUohdler to access the data this study

sought, my role as an insider researcher poseddavidntages and disadvantages.

3.3.3 Insider Research

Of four teaching teams | chose two for the samipdé K had not been a member of.
Whilst familiar with the remit and general curriathey worked with, | was never
privy to their pedagogical or practice developmamd had never worked directly with
any of the participants in delivering courses. timeo words, whilst familiar with the
context, | had no previous direct experience oir thumctioning as a working group.

My role moved from teaching to the administratidrihe institutional digital student
information system (SIS) in the months prior to ket of data gathering. This role left
me physically with the teaching teams, but no loreggaged in the same work. My
relationship to teachers at the time of the datagbgathered was centred on response
to their administrative needs and providing theessary resources and training to use

the system.

I am familiar with the organisational structure teams work within and the
pedagogical paradigms, but not the specifics aftprathey approach their work with.
In terms of reflexivity my familiarity with the cdext is a double edged sword. Whilst |
was able to place responses and data within arrstodd framework of jargon and

process, | remained cautious with this familianityny analysis of responses. My own
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perceptions could have been at great variancethétiparticipants. Furthermore, my
own agreement or disagreement of voiced perceptionkl not be part of any process
of coding or analyzing data. My placement withie tnstitute requires that |
cautiously apply a process of engaging my own geii@es and an examination of their

potential influence on analysis throughout the pealing discussions.

This placement brings it several concerns in caositrg and prosecuting the research.
One concern voiced in discussing insider researtiel temptation to withhold or
purposefully obfuscate the goals and processdseafeisearch in dealing with
participants, a clear ethical issue (Lomax, 2002:68). The purpose of this research is
such that this was unnecessary and undesirabléhdfonore, in order to gain consent
from the management level to carry out the reselneldl to make clear that the areas
to be discussed were very likely going to includetipipants’ relationships to, and
feelings about, the structures of power they oparatFor this research to be practical
in terms of generating and discussing a pictuthisfparticular institutional context,

expressed clarity in my own goals was vital.

The concept of being an insider does not encompassly my previous position as a
teacher or position within the ITU while the resgawas being conducted. The
definition of insider can include further elemeats'status sets” (Merton (1972). In this
instance my position(s) within the institution, ngining as a teacher and my personal
relationships to some of the participants all maeny status as an insider researcher.
As administrator of the SIS mentioned above, | melabvert power; however, | acted

as gatekeeper and facilitator of a system theqaatnts were required to understand

86



and use and thus held informal authority over aired aspect of their work. | was
what might be termed an “intimate” insider (Merc&®07: 3) as | am well known to the
participants and my pursuit of the Doctorate forchithe research was conducted was

well known.

In addition to seeking to describe and discusgp#reeptions of participants,
recognition of my own perceptions as both one vehfamiliar with the specific context
and the professional sphere, education, in whietptrticipants work was vital in
approaching the data (Wilson, 1997). There is garaent here for my placement as an
insider conveying an ability to empathise with gaticipants (Mercer, 2007:5);
however this advantage was tempered with the reeeghibit a reflexivity and

transparency of thought that ameliorates tacitrapsions underlying that empathy.

This study asks participants to discuss questiboslizgiality, individual and group
beliefs and values and the use of, and relatiortshileadership and power. The topics
discussed in the focus group sessions are entwirtegarticipants’ identities as
professionals and the values with which they apgrdheir work. These are sensitive
and as the data gathering process began, allefiossible were made to make

participants comfortable with the exercise and @lewassurances of confidentiality.
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3.3.4 Sampling

Purposive, a type of non-probability, samplingased as disadvantageous in terms of
generalisability (Cohen, et al., 2004: 103). Theesinot apply in this study. It is the
choosing of a sample “satisfactory to specific m&¢klat forms the rationale behind
choosing this type of sampling (p. 102-3). A randked sampling of staff would not
have provided insight into the functioning or demismaking processes of working
teams. Thus the sample represents the “underlyiegest”, here the team function and
perceptions of specific working groups within tA&JI(Brewerton & Millward, 2001

117).

Thus the sample for this study sample is purpo&@ahen et al., 2004: 103) in that
focus groups consist of two of the four teachirage in the Foundation programme
(refer chapter 1). The researcher purposefully etosnclude entire teaching teams as
they constitute the key unit in terms of identifyia possible presence of CoPs.
Random sampling of teaching staff would bring mersloé separate teams together
which would not yield the desired data on the m&&dynamics of groups of teachers
that share a task. The inclusion of the head padment and the senior academic
advisor as separate participants is intended tw argerceptions of leadership as they

compare to the practitioners around them.

Below is an illustration of the staff populationtbe programme in which the focus

groups work:
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Staff Population of Foundation Programme:

Teaching Staff Formal Leadership
English: 35 Department Head: 1
Mathematics: 13 Senior Academic Advisorl

table 3.1

Of the 48 members of the foundation teaching skeffsample includes 15 representing
31.25 % of the population. The leadership participaepresent the entirety of
academic leaders directly connected to the teadtaf§ Whilst the purpose if the
research is not to generalise data in relatiohecentire population, the focus groups
represent two of four teaching teams and providieade insight into the
communication structures and perceptions of uggwer and constraint within the
ITU. See appendix B for additional data on membéthe sample including time spent

with the team, educational background and yeatisaprofession.

3.3.5 Ethical Considerations

Access and permission do not ameliorate all etluieaterns (Cohen et al., 2004: 67).
As | am an insider to this research several impoissues are immediately raised
(Busher & James, 2007; Morrison, 2007: 114; 16#primed consent is vital and must
be carefully obtained, the anonymity of individueldgeporting data and the nature of
the research have to be carefully and fully exgdirBeing an insider also requires that
in my analysis of data and construction of intesehedules take into account an

89



acknowledgment of my own understandings aboutTheand my place within its

various structures.

In a permission letter presented to and signedlipatticipants (see appendix C), the
purpose of the research was explained, as wagalcegure by which participants and
the institution would be identified in the studyarBcipants were given, in writing,
assurances that individual identity would be presgéand that participation was
voluntary. | chose to explain the purpose of treeagech in order to gain “informed

consent” (Cohen, et al., 2004: 142).

A key ethical concern with this research is thafittits conversations that ultimately
are change oriented, or at least provocative.dsdhterms, the goal is provocation of
discussion and not destruction. The tension is éetvasking people to discuss their
perceptions of their work experience which inclugeser and collaborative processes
and the avoidance of those discussions channafitoglestructive behaviour. Were the
process to result in any significant changes irpfesd behaviour or orientations, the

nature of those changes could not be predicted.

That voluntarism by participants is a “key prindigar ethical research is noted
(Busher & James, 2007: 110). Respect for the iddaii is vital; however research must
be of use to the wider community (Baez, 2002). dlestion here is the balance
between informing participants as to the purposkpatential outcomes of the study
and limiting the potential damage informed congeay cause to the gathering of data.

In the letter given to participants, very brief d@stions of the two frameworks were
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given. Initially | was concerned that this couldgmttially create a schema informed by
the frameworks when discussing cards and placedwirtg the g-sort activity. In the
end, only one participant asked any questions abeurameworks and neither

framework was mentioned during any of the sessions.

| felt it important to inform participants that tisenior Academic Advisor who is
responsible for the design and management of thgrgmme in which they taught
could receive the final product of the researcts, tifiesis. | assured them that the raw
data would not be given to the ITU and when gaimagnission to perform the
research | was clear that this was a requiremenaslasking for. In the end, as will be
shown in the following chapter, participants seenmddrge part quite keen to discuss
the issues raised and exhibited very limited umghess to do so during the sessions

or the follow-up interviews.

Participants were invited to approach me at ang tivith concerns they may have had
about the sessions and/or the content thereohésdiscussions had the potential to
involve revelations about power structures and wgykabits there was potential for
participants to expose themselves to harm (Bushéar&es, 2007: 113), most easily by
opening topics of discussion with immediate collesgythat had never been broached
before and could have an effect on their workirgti@nships. My intention was, in
addition to anonomysing the data and institutéintd potential or perceived harm by
allowing participants to question me about theasdeand withdraw their participation
if the so wished, | was not approached at any ghinihg the research and no

participants withdrew.
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Informed consent was seen as necessary to gatatigeur and willing participation of
the participants. Given that ultimately, the reshas potentially change oriented in that
it is discussing potential new ways of thinking abavorking in teams and within the
organisation, | felt the balance lie more heavitytbe side of respecting participants’
professionalism and personal “sovereignty” (Ba€)22 41). The g-sort itself makes
clear to participants that the aim is to discuss tburrent perceptions of their
environmentand how they would wish it to be. Informing them indfrabout the
conceptual frameworks | was working with did notrseto present a danger to the

quality of data.

3.4 Methods

Data collection using teacher focus groups wasoped in four stages. Two focus
group sessions and two interview stages. Reseaestigns 1-3 relate to teachers’
perceptions. Focus group data was analysed togaathan understanding of the group
dynamics and roles of members as related to thesstiqns, and identify areas that
required more detailed clarification and enhancdrnrean individual interview stage.
Data collected with leadership to answer reseavestipn 4 was performed in two
sessions each, use of the instrument and a follpwterview. The first stage
functioning to elicit perception and the secondduseclarify areas identified as unclear

or particularly meaningful to the participants.
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3.4.1 Focus Groups

Focus groups are not “geared” for testing hypothasgher they are settings in which
participants’ perspectives can be explored and thgses potentially generated
(Brewerton & Millward, 2001; Cohen, et al., 2004; 289). As discussed above, one
of the weaknesses of the case study model usedshitie potential for the researcher
to bias analysis towards implicit knowledge basedamniliarity with the setting and
participants, it is noted that with focus groupsréhis potential strength in the
moderator being someone who is familiar and “sesgsib” the research issues and the
“need for methodological rigour” even when theiillsks a moderator may be
“unpolished” (Brewerton & Millward, 2001: 81). Omaution connected to this is that
the researcher must “maximise self-disclosure” &iaihcing “sensitivity and empathy”

with “objectivity and detachment” (Brewerton & Maard, 2001, p. 84).

Morgan (1996) also cites the “unnatural” naturéhef setting as a potential weakness
but notes the strength of the focus group as a snefagaining a “large amount of
interaction” on a focussed topic in a “limited atiof time” (p. 8). Another potential
weakness of the focus is that behaviour discusgelebgroup cannot be recreated “on
demand” by the group in that particular settingqp.However, the data produced is
concentrated “precisely on the topic of interestd avith “self-contained” focus groups
such as those formed in this research the res@ltdescribed as being able to “stand on
their own” (Morgan, 1996: 13;18). The implicatidmsre is that these working groups
are discussing issues they face as groups, thumitpat of the discussion reflects their
collective and individual perceptions of a work expnce they face together. As the

research is concerned with these perceptions apartrwith the ways in which the
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participants orient themselves as members of gogifus self-contained nature of the
focus group mirrors to a certain extent the sefitamed nature of their experience as a

working team.

Following from this ability to gain insight into gup perspective it is noted that
analysis must “acknowledge the impact of the gromndividuals” and vice versa
(Morgan, 1996: 62). In order to avoid both “psydygital and social reductionism”
where inference and conclusions focus too narr@nlgither individual motive and
action or group function and dynamic, a balance/beh emphasising individual
statements with perceived group perspective muptib®ied when analysing the data
produced by a focus group (Morgan, 1996: 60). i®darly where the topic of interest
Is in large part focussed on precisely the indigicherception of environment and
group as it is here. An additional caution for gse of focus group data is noted as the
need to distinguish what participants find “intémeg’ from what they think is
“important” (p.62). The moderator’s role here islpe without derailing discussion and
use follow up interviews as a means of teasingstatements that had substantive
importance to individuals and balance these with@oup perception that may have

emerged.

Focus groups were also chosen for their strenggfatinering perspectives.
Additionally, as research questions 1 & 2 are teedroup dynamic and process, the
focus group sample of working groups allowed cagjless to interact with Q-sort
statements with the people they experienced tresarediscussion with. The
opportunity to access colleagues discussing thetk wogether is central to this

research and underlies the choice of focus grosigsmaeans of doing so.

94



Focus group sessions took place twice for eachpgmtirst session asked participants
to discuss their current experience and the setmdicuss their ideal experience (see
g-sort below). The Q-sort activity, both the stagerns and the requirement that
placement of them on a structured grid be negatibyethe groups, represents the
interview schedule for the focus groups (see se@id.2). The researcher rarely
interjected in these discussions and then onlgkdar clarification or to tie one stage

of the discussion to another in order to identityether participants saw a connection.

Individual interviews with focus group participarstsparately after the two sessions
sought clarification and elaboration of choicese Tlio managers participating in the
study were asked individually to place themselwes ieacher’s position and perform
the ‘as is’ task (see below). They were also ineaved in a clarification / elaboration
stage. These data were analysed and discussethpadson with the data reported by
teacher groups in order to identify gaps or coninastbetween formal leadership and
the experience of teachers. Similarities and dpsoreies are discussed in terms of
relevant literature to build a picture of the papant’'s experiences as team members
and as members of the institute. Schedules fovithaial interviews were not fixed, but

dictated by statements of individual participasise(section 3.4.3).

Data gathered in teacher focus groups at the "amds‘ideal’ stages (see section 3.4.2)
are inter-related and in discussion of analysisarabined, but identified. Within

discussions during both sessions groups moved battire two regularly to highlight
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and explicate the ideas and events they were tasgriAs shown in table 3.2 Q-sort
statements were designed to elicit discussion adoirg areas tied to the four research
questions. Much of the discussions within the gsowps wide ranging and manifested
a synthesis of issues related to CoPs, learningnisgtions and participants’
relationship to power (see chapter 4). Rather #wdimg to diffuse focus, this provided
for open discussion that tied to issues relevathesynthesised approach to

organisational learning presented in chapter 2.

The use of focus groups as a means of accessitigamnts’ views was chosen in

order to allow the participants to discuss togetasra working group, the issues and
questions the Q-sort instrument presented. Onegitref the focus group in this
research lies in its ability to allow participaniws to emerge and evolve in
discussion in a focussed manner (Cohen, et al4)200e “contrived” nature of the
focus group is seen as both a strength and a wesikméhat the discussion is focussed,
however the setting is “unnatural” (p. 288). Irsthase the grouping of working groups
together to discuss their work and orientatiorh®ITU as groups means that while the
focus group setting may be contrived in that inQsi them together outside of their
normal daily interactions, they are not strangersach other and are discussing issues
which they face as a group. Thus the task and doi@eus on specific issues may be
unnatural, but the setting in terms of these paldicgroups of individuals discussing

their work together is not.
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Discussion of how focus group data was analysdavislin section 3.5 following
presentation of the Q-sort instrument as a tookfarting discussion and the individual

interview as a means of clarifying statements niadparticipants.

3.4.2 Q-Sort

The Q-sort technique is adapted to exploit itsngjtle as an “exploratory” tool (Rugg &
McGeorge, 2005: 97). In discussing various cartireptechniques, the g-sort is
defined as being an exercise in which statemeetgigen to participants who are then
asked to place them into a pre-determined specahgement (Rugg & McGeorge,
2005: 96); the purpose being to gain insight intikez the importance or relevance of
statements to participants’ perceptions of thenesebr their experiences. In this
research the tool is used to provide a structutbadocus group discussions. The Q-
sort asks them not only to consider the statemeraggjuasi-hierarchical frame of
relevance, but to negotiate that considerationg®@p. The purpose is to generate
discussion which focuses the participants’ on isghat directly relate to the research

questions and unearth individual and group peroaptof those issues.

Card sorts are “contrived” exercises that are natetdeing effective in “eliciting”
“semi-tacit understanding of objects in the worddlid their relationships to one another
(Fincher & Tenenberg, 2005: 90). In this reseattoh,use of the g-sort as a group
exercise means that the negotiation needed forpgtacement allows some of the tacit
knowledge within groups to be made explicit asipgndnts must justify and discuss

with the group their placement of cards. Finchet @anenberg additionally note the
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“evidence” available which suggests that the plaa@of statements allows a
reflection on the “internal mental representatiohtoncepts in the statements (p. 90).
As a group exercise this reflection is tested rrthy the fact that discussion and
negotiation take place in deciding where a statérsiein relation to others and the

hierarchy imposed by the placement sheet.

Participants were asked to perform a g-sort agtiBrewerton and Millward, 2001: 78-
79) that required them to organize 15 statementsadiamond pattern (see appendix D)
discussing and negotiating their choices. The gsqgrformed this twice in ‘as is’ and
‘ideal’ sessions in which they first discussed stegements in terms of their current
perceptions and then in terms of their ideal workinment. These discussions were
recorded. Within a diamond patterned sheet themamgdline above and below which
there are 11 spaces, totalling 22. Groups weredaskerganize the statements on the
diamond pattern, the spaces above the midline iemged as ‘more true of my
experience’, those below being ‘less true of myegigmce’. The choice of a diamond
allowing participants to place all or some of tlaeds above or below a middle line has
two purposes. As an elicitation of discussion,fireing a pyramidal pattern or straight
line of strength / weakness of statements is irgdrid encourage the focus groups to
negotiate and discuss card placement. Additiontdly pyramid allows for comparison
and discussion of the ‘as-is’ and ‘ideal’ stagetemrms of strength of response and
character of any required negotiation amongst tbag The g-sort results of these

recorded discussions were noted on record shesisafpendices E1-8).
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In an initial pilot performed, the 15 statementgevesed and one focus group used a
pattern similar to the one proposed here and anaesl a pyramid with a base of 5
ascending to single space. The group using thexpgireeported feeling limited by the
upward movement of the structure, whereas the gusupg the diamond felt freer in
choice and thus discussion of the statements veasteebe less stifled. The use of 15
statements was time consuming. Immediately afeeptlot the researcher considered
reducing the number of statements to 11. In dissn&onsultation with participants
however, there was consensus that the statem@mnéseated a variety of points they
felt were relevant and evocative enough to warttagit retention. After this pilot some

statements were revised to increase clarity anasfoc

Q-sort Statements:

Number| Related Research Statement on Card
Question
1 2 | regularly speak to people from other

departments/courses about my work

2 2 | regularly have casual conversations with peop

from other departments

3 1-3 | am asked to share my ideas about my work

4 1 | ask others in my department for their iddasua
our work

5 1-3 Leadership helps me do my job better

6 1-3 | get ideas about my work from my assigned éss

7 1-2 | get ideas about my work from my colleagues
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8 2-3 The goals of the school are clear and panthait |
am asked to do

9 1-3 My goals and the Institute’s goals for thedsits
are the same

10 1-3 | feel my ideas and work are valued by thepte
around me

11 1-3 | am motivated by working with other teacher
toward a goal

12 1-3 Sharing ideas about our work happens oftdrisa
productive

13 2-3 | feel like the institute is consistent ihat it wants
to accomplish

14 1-3 | regularly study things in my field to déye my
practice

15 1-3 | am given independence in my teaching mact

Note: Research 4 relating to leaders’ perceptidiow teachers see themselves and
their working groups is discussed using the saagelietween statements and research

questions as above.

Table3.2

The statements are purposefully non-neutral anthdgive. In the initial pilot

disagreement provoked interesting discussion amddgotiation of statement

placement is the key element in gathering the ddslata. Nuances of understanding
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and alignment, or lack thereof, of participantspenses were revealed in the

negotiation and placement of statements.

The g-sort exercise presents several attractivecés|or gathering the type of data
desired. lIts flexibility in terms of gathering gitative data in a structured manner and
its ready applicability to focus group structuresaluable here (Brewerton &
Millward, 2001). The structure of the g-sort lerids data a quasi-quantitative nature
and allows for the identification of similarities wariances in response. However, as
the data is perceptual and possibly reflectivettituainal factors, the discussions and
negotiations held the key to the unearthing of watibns, attitudes and perceptions.
Recording the discussions around placement of gamlgded the vital addition of data
to the placement of cards themselves. Additiorthily method of provoking discussion
Is enjoyable (if the statements are meaningful)\aiicallow for the writing of
appropriate and relevant interview schedules (Breames Millward, 2001: 78-9). The
activity itself functions as a semi-structured gronterview as the statements initiate
discussion but do not narrowly confine the wayw/imch statement placement is

negotiated.

Analysis of Q-sort data is discussed in section23¥&low following discussion of

individual interviews and supporting documents.
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3.4.3 Individual Interviews

Interviews with individual participants were hetdlarify and elicit elaboration on
statements made during the focus groups sessibesewere held after focus group
and initial examination of focus group data. Aniéiddal purpose of these interviews
was to tease out the abovementioned distinctiond®st what individuals found
interesting as opposed to important. Schedulethéme interviews were not rigidly
structured. Questions were formed based on thandser’s evaluation of topics or
statements that were unclear, required elaborédigtace more fully in the context of
group discussion and to identify issues that pgdrtts may have appeared to drop or

concede to the group on, but seemed to have parti@levance to them individually.

In both the discussions of case studies and foaugyg above, there is a common
element which questions both the ability of theeegsher to separate their own
knowledge of the topics in question and the po#ébias in analysis and inference this
knowledge may carry into findings and conclusioha study. The follow-up
interviews were a tool for ameliorating in partsthianger and to allow participants to
highlight individual concerns or ideas they felpontant. Morrison (in Briggs &
Coleman, 2007) points to the phenomenon of “pes@etounts of themselves” being
“incomplete” in that they may speak of behavioupefception without accounting for
the “broader structures” around those perceptiodsbehaviours (p. 27). In research in
which process, behaviour and perception are disdussterms of the overarching
structure of the context in which they occur, tleedh for clarification and identification

of the importance of discussed dynamics is clele. fdllow up interviews were an
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opportunity not only for me to address questiofaihd necessary to ask, but for the
participants to further flesh out the reflectionpmrsonal and group behaviours and

organisational structure that rose out of the faasip sessions.

3.4.4 Supporting Documents

Corporate documents were used to define the orgomsl structure of the ITU and its
stated aims and goals (see chapter 1). These estlatements of mission, descriptions
of a change initiative implemented two years ptiothe conducting of the research,

placement of the ITU within the larger corporataisture and size projected growth of

the ITU.

3.5 Analysis

The output of the data collected is:

Snapshot of perceived work experience by team membe

Snapshot of managers perceptions of team membeistiences

Elaborated data of the above (through interview)

A narrative of the agreement and disagreement nvahd across teams of their

perceived work experiences

A narrative of the agreement and disagreement legtheader’'s and team members’

perceptions of team work experiences

Table 3.3
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3.5.1 Qualitative Analysis

Data analysis began during the collection stagesarAiterative process, transcripts of
both focus group events and follow-up interviewseuwead first to gain a general view
of what was being said and identify descriptiveads tied to the main research
guestions. Cresswell (2003) discusses this praessoving from the macro to the
micro in an iterative process that moves from bogd “description of setting or

individuals” to the identification of emerging thes(p. 191-3).

As transcripts were produced and a general impmesdiwhat was being said was
formed, sections of transcripts that, on first sigippeared to be addressing issues
surrounding the research questions and the literatere collated. As will be discussed
in chapter 4, this required making choices. Wating James (2007) note that this
imposes a “requirement” on making “justifiable ates” as to what is being included or
excluded in the presentation and discussion of @atd55). That “researchers are
entitled to make sense of the data they are hagidlm 359) also means that they are

required to show how that sense is made.

| was cautious to not over work the data duringdbiéection phase to avoid the
possibility that my own emerging understandinghamking on what was being
discussed by the groups may influence how the@egsoceeded. Aside from the
cautious provision of explanation of the statemamnis process, | avoided participating

in the discussions as far as | was able to. Examgdlenanticipated choices on the part
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of focus groups and leadership include the plaocinrggatements outside the grid
altogether due to strong disagreement and the staament of caveats to the
placements of some statements (see appendices BdleBlonally, particularly during
the ‘ideal’ g-sort sessions there were numerousimtes where participants wished to
place more items on a line of the placement sleet there were allocated spaces. | felt
it more valuable at these points to allow the gsotgpexpress themselves freely and
discuss the reasons for their choices than to redat they follow rigid rules that

would limit their discussion. As the type of casedy presented here is concerned with
interpreting discussion and making inferences baseithat interpretation, latitude was

given to participants with the caveat that cholee®xplained and negotiated.

Schedules for follow-up interviews were devise@adtl focus group session had
concluded. In order to gain the clarification ataberation desired, open-ended
guestions were asked based on statements madeticyppats or questions they asked
colleagues during the process. For the individot@rviews there were two main

drivers behind the choice of questions. Firstlysw@allow participants to more fully
discuss an issue that, based on the focus groogctipts, they appeared to not have
expressed all they wished to. For example, wheegatnation ended and a statement
was placed on the grid, there were several inssawbere it seemed that one or more
participants had more to say or had conceded tapgilecision despite having concerns
with the choice made. Secondly, these intervielesvald the researcher to sift through
areas that seemed to hold significant importan@egarticipant to identify whether
these were indeed important to them or if the cosateon itself was interesting leading
to a potential for the researcher to place morehasig on a statement or idea than was

in fact warranted.
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As themes emerged, chunks of different transcwai® tied together and connected to
research questions and the literature. This inwblv@rocess again of making choices
and as | made these choices | noted the reasotiseforin order to attempt to show not
only my own rationale and process, but an involeegagement with the data and

inferred themes as they emerged.

3.5.2 Q-Sort Analysis

As stated above the g—sort was chosen for itsgitieas a tool for exploring
perceptions of specific issues and to provide mér#o elicit discussion. The analysis of
placement sheets is intended to inform and, in pestify choices made for both the
identification of areas to follow up on in the iadiual interviews and in the
identification of emerging themes. One of the putgub strengths of the g-sort
technique is that as the instrument is used the seaty across individuals or groups, it
allows a researcher to compare and contrast regspom@scomprehensible and

structured manner (Brewerton & Millward, 2001: 79).

As the focus groups and session with leadership werformed the placements sheets
were compared to determine emerging themes of agmeteand disagreement and as a

tool for focusing choices in organising transcriterial.

Q-sort tools used as elicitation are essentiallggm@risation instruments (Fincher &
Tenenberg, 2005: 89). One traditional means ofyairad g-sort data is semantically

through the interpretation of participants’ voiaiidcussion of card placement (p.90). In
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this study, the elicitation in a group settingrisended to allow for the interpretation
and discussion of not only the emergent reasonsiagdtiated criteria for placing the
cards, but additionally as a means of attemptingpia insight into how the group itself
negotiates and make decision as a unit. Thusganising the data, emphasis was
placed on both the specific discussions groupsahauaind the statements on the cards
and their placement. This speaks again to the mienéoned question of attempting to
tease out the important from the interesting. Tdw@rdbutions of outspoken members of
the working teams which formed the focus groupseviiianced with those of
members who may not have actually said as muchnbigated strong feeling or
opinion in fewer words. This is also where follow-mterviews were used to try and
clarify those feelings and opinions and divine thevel of importance to the individual

participants.

The “construct” (Rugg & McGeorge, 2005) of ‘moradi and ‘less true’ combined
with the requirement that participants’ collectiveliscuss their choices of card
placements allowed the groups themselves to devettdpria” for their placement.
Construct here being defined as “an attribute”destribe something” and “criteria”
being the expressed basis on which statementglated to the “construct (p. 95). In
analysing the data, the criteria expressed byquaatts form a key element in the
identification of themes and the formation of irgfiece based in discussing those

themes.
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3.6 Conclusion

This chapter has presented the theoretical ragamadlerlying the choices of paradigm
and methodology used to design and prosecutettidy.sA case study analysed under
the interpretive paradigm is discussed as a meaasdoessing the four research
questions. Chapter 4 discusses the findings angisssarising from the study design

described here.
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Chapter Four: Findings and Analysis

4.1 Purpose and Structure of Chapter

This chapter is an account of the data and emetigentes arising from the focus group
sessions, their placement and discussion of thatcstivities and follow-up

interviews based on these sessions. The followaatans are structured around the
four research questions presented in the precethagter. Sections 4.2 ~ 4.5 are
presentation and discussions of the data and emtdigames as they relate to the

research questions.

Data is presented in the form of excerpts fromdeapts of the focus group and follow-
up sessions. Sub-headings emerge in relation teefigarch questions and the literature
from discussions arising from the use of the twebg-activities (‘as is’ and ‘ideal’:

refer chapter 3; section 3.4.2) and follow-up iigws. lllustrative portions of the
transcripts are in appendices F-I. A full repreagah of g-sort placements are found in

appendices E1-8.

The research questions are found in sections H34dnl of this thesis. The first
question relates to identifying and discussingpaeicipant’s perception of the absence
or presence of elements of CoPs as described iitereture. The second question
relates to the absence or presence of elementkeafrang organisation as described in
the literature. The third question relates to idgimg where participants place

themselves in relation to power and use of powéniwboth their working groups and
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the larger organisation. The final question asker@lacademic leaders believe teachers
within the working groups would place themselvesaguestion three. Findings are
accompanied by description, explanation and inggpion in line with methods

discussed in chapter four of this thesis.

In this chapter, participant responses are idewtidis:

G1-1~4 (1-15)| Focus Group One- Participant Numbesqt statement)

G2-1~5(1-15) | Focus Group Two- Participant Numbedd-statement)

G3-1~5(1-15) | Focus Group Three- Participant Nuntpsqft statement)

(as above); Il | Used to Identify participants iniindual Interviews.
L1(1-15) Department Head(g-sort statement)
L2(1-15) Senior Academic Advisor(g-sort statement)
Mod Moderator
table 4.1

Q-sort statements are listed by number in chaptedBe 3.2 of this thesis.

An important note on discussion is that ‘as is’ dddal’ statements are identified as
such in the presentation of data (see page 98wfttbsis). However, as noted in
chapter 3, the focus groups discussed both cuarehtlesired dynamics and issues
throughout both sessions. The interpretation débhces between aspirational
statements and those referring to perceived cudgmmics is woven into analysis. As
will be shown, aspiration and perceptions of ‘héwmgs should be’ are often presented

in opposition to, or as complementary to, exispegceived dynamics.
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Whilst initial data reduction involved examiningetdata of the ‘as is’ and ‘ideal’
activities separately, it became evident that theye intimately entwined and in order
to fully represent perceptions expressed, it wasssary to place them together in a
context of discussions of emerging themes, rati@r present them as separate events.
This allowed for a richer description of themestipgrants chose to discuss. The g-sort
activity was a valuable tool for eliciting discumsiand structuring focus group
sessions. The data represented on the placemests sheresented in appendices E1-8
of this thesis and was useful in showing trendsroad strokes. However, as mentioned
above, discussion across the ‘as is’ and ‘idea&S®ms represented perceptions that
spanned these focal points of the two activitirghke discussions below, g-sort data is
pointed to where these trends were indicated,tbuhs in the discussions that the richer

stories were told.

Focus Group one is comprised of one working grauieam teaching a single subject
within the foundation programme of the ITU (reféapters 1 & 3). Focus Groups two
and three are comprised of members of a secondngpgkoup also teaching a single
subject. The Senior Academic Advisor is responditrieall academic affairs within the
ITU and was responsible for the conception and @mgintation of a significant change
process implemented in the two years prior tordsearch being performed The
Department Head is responsible for the administnadif the foundation programme

and as such is the line manager of the teachirtgcipants (refer chapters 1& 3).

4.1.1 A Note on Participants and Site

111



In chapter 1 the research site was presented ie sietail, and both in that chapter and
in chapter 3, section 3.3.3, the sample is predeAggpendix B presents professional
information for individual participants. For theader these references are useful,
however, in brief focus group one is comprisedlbfm@mbers of single teaching team,
focus groups two and three are made up of all mesndfea second teaching team. The
two teams work within the same department on diffecourses that were designed
and implemented during a curricular developmenggatacomplete prior to this study
(refer chapter 1). The two leaders discussed iwan® Question 4 are the department
head (L1) of the department in which the two tearmsk and the Senior Academic
Advisor (L2) who is ultimately responsible for altademic issues and who conceived

and implemented the aforementioned curricular dgmaknt.

Statements made during the ‘as is’ and ‘ideal’ isass(see page 98 of this thesis) are

identified as such below each transcript quotation.

4.2 Research Question One: What elements of modelfscommunities of

practice, are perceived as present / absent by tiparticipants?

This section presents and discusses the data@sisafe first research question. The
section is divided into elements identified in titerature review as evidence of the

presence of a CoP.

4.2.1 Shared Practice and a Domain of Knowledge
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As discussed in chapter two of this thesis, a sharactice and a domain of knowledge
are evidence central to ascertaining the existehaeCoP (Wenger, 1998; Mittendorf
et al., 2006: 304; 300). Emergent in the data wateace of shared practice. However
perceptions of the mechanisms for evolving thattore varied. Evidence of a domain
of knowledge (refer chapter 2; section 2.2.3) wabedded in working teams’

discussion of the location of shared practice am sharing was accomplished.

In discussing the development of a shared practice:

“When we started the program you know, we all &dand, took part,
participated in using the material, developingiegerial, selecting and using
material.”

G1-1 (3) (asis)

A continued effort within the same team was indidat

“That goes back to the first question about coaji@n. We do talk to each
other about the students we have and what weaang th the classroom and
how far along we are, we do.”

G1-2 (3) (asis)

The development of material collectively forms aiban which shared practice was
evaluated. However, consistency in the sharingleds and technique emerged as

uneven:
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“l don't think we ask each other about feedbackly@aching techniques or
how to be in the classroom.”

G2-4 (4) (asis)

This was followed immediately by a colleague statm his own initiative he pursued a

shared practice:

“I do. I regularly observe classes of others bask others to observe my
class.”

G2-1 (4) (as is)

When new techniques or technologies were introdugedhe teaching of his course

one participant cited the need for developing aesharactice:

“l ask a bit more. Because | work with the congoutl want to find out how
people use it.”

G2-5 (4) (asis)

In the third focus group there was discussion efliiJ’s role and responsibility in

allowing shared practice to develop:

“The institute hasn't cultivated a proper averaréliat kind of interaction.
They haven't tried to convene, you know, meetorggroups - or seminars or

workshops where the departments develop thatdimautual work.”
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G3-3 (4) (asis)

At first glance this seems more germane to disonssi organisational issues found
further in this chapter; however for this participé& was cited as a block to developing
shared practice. As a consequence of feeling thiasdittle time for sharing practice

the same participant felt at a loss as to whomio to for specific teaching problems:

“The only time | ever ask anyone is when | knoattbomeone can help me.
The reality is that | don't know the teachers wealbugh in my department to
know if they do things that can help me.”

G3-3 (4) (asis)

In contrast to statements about seeking ideas ¢alaagues, members of the same
group unanimously agreed that colleagues wererth®apy source of ideas for teaching

and sharing:

“Definitely. | get a lot of ideas about how tovédop things, about what I'm
doing.”

G3-1(7) (as is)

“Yeah, | tend to agree. Certainly the only wam having new ideas is from

my colleagues.”

G3-2(7) (as is)
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“Yes | agree”

G3-5(7) (as is)

uYeS”

G3-4(7) (as is)

“l agree very much.”

G3-3(7) (asis)

Tension here was centred on the perception ofggaatits that colleagues engaged in
the same sphere of work were the source for dewgapshared practice, but that there
were prerequisite elements to this developmentsd meclude the time and space
needed for colleagues to learn the habits, streragtd interests of one another in order
to form the dynamics that aid the continued devalept of shared practice. As
evidenced below in further discussion, this timd apace was viewed as limited by
some participants. The one formal opportunity tate time for developing shared
work, a professional development day, was discusstmv as having a limited impact

for many participants (refer section 4.3.2 below).

The Q-sort placements referenced above were, Ifthrak groups (G1, G2, G3) in the
‘as is’ sessions, centred in the two lines abovkk@low the mid-point (see appendices
E1-8). In the ‘ideal’ session the same statemamtzggregate, were placed only
somewhat higher, however, in the discussions twaresubstantial evidence of

aspiration for a higher level of shared practice #re acknowledged need for it:
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“I think that's everyone's dream.”

G3-4 (12) (ideal)

And:

“It's very important. To exchange ideas and exgpee through different
activities such as class observation.”

G2-1 (7) (ideal)

The above is indicative of the high level of agreatrunning across the data that in the
ideal setting a shared practice and mechanisnmshfming practice was seen as

valuable.

That there was a domain of knowledge shared wehth group was in part evidenced
by the acknowledgments above that there was p@&dei@lue in sharing practice
within individual teaching groups as participardslleagues within their teams had the

relevant knowledge. One group noted:

“For example we totally ignore the content of (hame of course) or of the
(name of course). So that's why we find it diffido substitute other teachers.”
G2-4(1) (as is)

“So within a team you are interchangeable. Buside the team there is not
enough shared knowledge to be interchangeable.”

Mod (1) (as is)
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“Isn't that what happened with (name of courg&en't we supposed to
substitute only for each other? That's my undaditey. If a (hame of course)
teacher is out, only another (name of coursehiacan substitute for him. This
Is a prime example of sharing.”

G2-21) (as is)

Separate working groups operated with varied dosnafitknowledge:

“It depends on the skill you are teaching. Faraple (name of course), you
have to be able to adjust your approach in thesoteom. But in the (hame of
course) there's more structure.”

G1-3 (15) (as is)

These varied domains resulted in different str@gwrithin the teams in which freedom
to produce and share new practice, and the meatwirgg so, manifested. The structure
and constraints presented by the curricula ofwltedourses taught by the groups were
evidenced as having an impact on participants’qgrans of independence within

their group. In discussing independence in teacpmgtice and the attendant

opportunity to develop and share practice oppogérgeptions emerged:

“There is no creativity. Everything that happemshie class you have to
follow the structure.”

G2-1 (15) (as is)

As opposed to:
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“In (hame of course) | would say yes, again beedhs nature of the program
(referring to course), but | wouldn't comment oy ather course.”

G3-1 (15) (as is)

The reference to levels of independence being adkgdon the “nature” of the course
implies that separate working groups are workindhnwidomains of knowledge and
shared practices that are, to an extent, uniqtieetogroups. Perceptions of how the
groups approach developing shared practice andtanaiimg the domain of knowledge
is discussed in the context of the opportunities lanitations defined by the courses
each group works with. The statements above inglitett the two courses offer
differing levels and definitions of independencbe$e approaches, in the apparent
absence of evidence, could indicate the “orgariaracter of the CoP which forms
around a shared task (Saint-Onge & Wallace, 2008:The findings indicate that
while there is shared practice and a domain of kedge within the two groups,
perceptions of their development and utility vanyagst participants within the

groups.

4.2.2 Participation, Collaboration and Membership

The nature of collaboration is related to partitgpmand a shared sense of
responsibility (Leonard & Leonard, 2001: 387-8)érepage 38 of this thesis).

Evidence and discussion of participation in thecppca and processes of the working

119



groups reflected highly varied levels of participatand the perceived need for
collaboration. Individual collaborations emergedhv the working groups, however,
internally consistent group processes for collatimneand retaining developed practice

was less evident.

During the focus group sessions centred on ‘gsasteptions, participation and
collaboration emerged as manifesting differentlyhwi the two working groups. In
both cases, however, collaborative behaviours wereeived as part of the daily work

routine:

“We often exchange ideas about what we are goimgtoespecially when you

are a partner with somebody doing the same level.”

G3-1(12) (asis)

And:

“For some things you have daily conversations alkdt is happening. It
helps, you know what is happening in other clagsibd

G3-4 (4) (asis)

These sentiments were echoed in the other workimgypg
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“I think it's an Intra-team thing. Definitely cateip on what other members of
the team are doing and how their classes are gespgcially early in the term

like right now. And it helps, especially to get smfieedback on individuals.”

G1-4 (12) (asis)

As to asking for or about ideas for the classrottra,response of this team was clear:

“That's true.”

G1-3(4) (as is)

“Definitely.”

G1-1(4) (as is)

“YeS.”

G1-3(4) (asis)

(all agree)

“Well there was no argument there.”

Mod (4) (as is)

For all three focus groups, discussions duringditieal’ g-sort sessions prompted
further reflection on ‘as is’ perception. Withimetsecond team there was a somewhat

tempered perception of the perceived need for lcotktion:
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“Yes we do speak informally about things that aapgening and that's good -
things we can and cannot do and things like tAaid also I'm motivated to get
into the classroom and do the best | can withooesgarily thinking of what
other people are doing. It is an individual effastwell as a collaborative effort

- it's both.”

G3-2 (11) (ideal)

This balance additionally reflected some personefigpences dictating the areas of

collaboration and participation that members weoeenor less enthusiastic about:

“I really don't enjoy sitting down with teachersdagioing through spreadsheets,
even if | really have to do it. It doesn't motivate in any way, even though we
all have the same goal. | hate it. But if we'r&itad about if a kid is dyslexic or

not then | will sit there and work on it for howsth everyone.”

G3-3 (11) (ideal)

This may be evidence of the phenomenon of selicgele(Bate & Robert, 2002: 653)
members undertake in defining their levels of pgration in discussions of practice
and thus the character of membership (refer pagd 24s thesis). The shared
responsibility felt for what is perceived as muneldmere spreadsheets of scores,

doesn't translate into participation of the samarahter as a meeting discussing a topic
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of great interest to participants. If, as statedvab collaboration depends in part on
feelings of shared responsibility, the lessenedvatdn the participant describes can
potentially affect the level of engagement andredgewith which the work is
approached. Similar statements across the focugpgrelineated areas where
participation and collaborative efforts were entergo with more or less enthusiasm.
Note the statement in the previous section (4i8.®Which one teacher described
creating peer observations on his own initiatiedlecting a relatively high level of
enthusiasm and self selection to either solve eisp@roblem or share general

practice.

Within the same team from which the previous stat@mwas drawn, there was a clue
as to the boundaries of membership and the orgamshcontext dictating those
boundaries. There was general support within tbagwhen discussing the value they

felt was placed on their ideas and their work Far following statement:

“That's the only thing we have here, fairly spegKin

G3-3 (10) (as is)

“That collegial support.”

G3-1(10) (asis)

This was enhanced further by:
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“Definitely. | get a lot of ideas about how to @bep things and what I'm

doing.”

G3-1(7) (asis)

“Yeah | tend to agree. Certainly the only way Véaew ideas is from my

colleagues.”

G3-2 (7) (as is)

The corresponding Q-sort placements of the previwosexchanges are the highest
possible, in contrast to statements that were widetoward topics of organisational
function or extra-team interaction. Whether thelietbsense of isolated practice here
reflected a “submerged” (Richardson, 1995: 16)frefge 24 of this thesis) tone for
potentially defining a CoP will be addressed inslethesis of this chapter. However,
as regards to membership, the evidence impliedothatdaries, as perceived by some
members, were defined not only by shared pradbgeby participants’ feelings as to

whom it was useful for them to collaborate with avitere organisational barriers lie.

Evidence of the process by which new members émése groups was explicitly
evident in only one participant. This participaattbeen at the ITU for approximately
three months prior to this research. In his firsinth he worked within both groups,
covering a shortfall, and was subsequently plandgte group that is Focus Group 1.

Reflections on his experience were:
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“... 1'took over (G3-2's) class and the students wexeing to change from his
style to my style.... so | had discussions with (G242d to a lesser extent (G3-
3) about how to manage the class as individualstbawanage them as a class,
how to deal with them. | think from that pointvoéw | was asked about how |
managed and how | dealt with them and | tried targermation and then

things began to get a little more smooth.”

G1-4 (3) (asis)

As this was the only point in all sessions when& neembership was discussed the

researcher asked this participant to elaborate individual interview:

“Well, | started with (G1-2) and (G3-2), for botburses. | think it was more
water cooler stuff, more of an informal approacHt prst sort of day by day
support. People asking me how | was doing, howd getting along. Perhaps |
was lucky to have (G3-2) at the beginning. He wamg me daily updates, new

materials and with him there was no problem, henletsearch for material.”

G1-4 (Il)

He also discussed the openness with which his lséarénformation was met:

“...and other colleagues were very helpful on a dagdy basis because they
were teaching the same levels. There was a dynmaamner, where you knew

what you had to do and you just had to get on witha professional way, but
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on a personal level when you're dealing with gingt who are friendly, affable
and approachable it makes it a lot easier. | hawied in places where you feel
as if you're going to the Snow Queen or the Colutthi® Crimson King to get

information.”

G1-4 (Il)

And:

“I think I had the experience and they knew, ndirdiely the way things were,
but the general details of what was happening amat o do. | think, | hope, |

moved into it in a sort of seamless way.”

G1-4 (Il)

Whilst the perceptions of one individual cannoticate generally the processes
whereby membership is gained and negotiated, gtagements taken with those
reflecting boundaries and collegial attitudes iatkd that beyond being assigned
placement within a group, there were few if anyrfal means of becoming a member
defined. In terms of Wenger’s (1998) “old-timersidathe process of legitimate
peripheral participation (refer page 25 of thissthethis participant’s experience would
indicate that those who would act as gatekeepers mat perceived as barriers, rather

they were described as helpful.
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G1-4's statements also support a view that trarsonf practice does not reside with
one individual. He felt able and comfortable in m@ching various members of each
group in order to learn what was needed. His charaation of the process implied
that he took initiative to seek from colleagues t@aneeded and was met with willing
collegial support. There is a potential implicatlwere that for an individual less
comfortable with taking that initiative, the infoatity of the process could have acted
as a barrier and that perceived expectations opdheof “old-timers” (see above)

would then have created obstructions to gainingraand collaborative membership.

4.2.3 Shared Values and Identity

The importance of shared values and identity ruasscboth sets of literature discussed
in chapter two. In identifying the existence of GgBowden, 1995; Wenger, 1998) and
in their intentional construction (Busher, 2005w values and identities are noted as
central. Huffman and Hipp (2003) emphasise thd aditure of shared values in
building learning communities (refer chapter 2)eTrimary theme emergent in the
data regarding both shared values and the consinuaft shared identity is that they
took place within the working groups and in largetpn tension with the larger
organisation as is in part evidenced in the prevdigcussions of who participants’
shared ideas with and when . Arising from discussiof goal alignment, dissonance
emerges between working groups’ perceptions of tieals as educators and the ITU’s
goals. This seems exacerbated by voiced confusitm the ITU’s goals and its ability

to construct and pursue clear objectives.
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A perception that the ITU’s goal was unclear ang mave been mainly focussed on

graduating students rather than educating themgader

“On paper it is something, but there is somethisg enplied through verbal
actions? Where are we going to start here? Osirgathe test? Do you have
to pass the test or do you not have to pass tte test important just to pass
the test or retaining the information after yowlke#he institute? Is that the most
important thing? Is that the focus now? We diomiw.”

G2-5 (8) (as is)

A lack of clarity as to what was expected causeatigi@ants to begin bringing their

own expectations of themselves into the convensatio

“Aren't our goals in the context of who we are avitht we are doing, to educate
the students towards a greater competency in tigeiége .... rather than trying
to get them through a system to get them to wathere is a dichotomy here...1
think it's certainly inferred by the fact that | @n educator. It might go unsaid,

but the implication of the job we do as educater®ieducate.”

G1-4 (8) (as is)

From G3 an acknowledgement that while ultimate gazy be similar, there was

tension in understandings of how achieve them:
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“...and even just having the students pass. We tha@n$tudents to pass, the
administration wants the students to pass, bupéneeption of what that entails

can differ quite a lot.”

G3-1(9) (asis)

In discussion of working towards a goal as a maingafactor:

“If the goal is set | think that's a big part aflitthere is a goal, if we're not sure
what the goal is then it’s frustrating. In my pegsfive if there is a goal yes |

would agree with that.”

G2-2 (11) (asis)

The presence of trust between group members iereesd in the unanimous agreement
that participants felt their work and ideas werkigd by the immediate peers (refer
AppendicesE1-8). This was qualified by being ndted it was within the groups, and

with groups close to them in the organisation thambers felt valued:

“I think it's more in the yes side of the papenwl are talking about people who

are close to us, | mean people who are in the saams.”

G2-4 (10) (as is)
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And:

“I would place it very high in terms of colleagussd perhaps lower for where

admin. (sic) is concerned.”

G3-1 (10) (as is)

The statements above, taken with data regardirglbahtion indicate that there are
functional collaborative processes within the gsaufhe lack of clarity in goal

indicates a disjunction between the perceived itlestof teachers as professionals and
a perceived identity the organisation would wisknthto develop. There is little in the
data which would evidence “values consensus” (Byst#6: 124) between the groups
and the organisation. However, given the positieeggivt placed on statements eliciting
discussion of internal group collaboration and gd@gnment in the g-sort placements
(refer appendices E1-8), and pervasive themestim‘bs is’ and ‘ideal’ discussions of
group solving problems there appears to be atths b minimal level of this

consensus within the groups themselves (refer@edtR.2 & 4.2.3).

Holliday’s (1999) “Onion Skin”(refer page 53 of shihesis) of shared values manifests
less as a layering of alignment, than a dynamicifigrgroups to construct identities
that accommodate both their own perceptions ofgabnalism and unclear or
dissonant criteria of identity transmitted from theger organisation. Following
Holliday’s (1999) distinction between “sub” and “alti cultures, the data indicated

that these groups were working in tension withitleatity and goals of the ITU,
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forming “sub” and not “small” cultures (refer pag8 of this thesis). That tension was
itself part of a shared identity and coping witkr¢ated some of the values shared

within groups. Contrasting voices were limited:

“I think that compared to other places this israst-free atmosphere. | don't
feel I'm being watched, this is very importantihk the affective filter is very
low here....And | think the main point is that thegdt this institute not as a
teaching or education place but as a technicalitrgiplace. That's very

important. | think so.”

G2-4 (5) (as is)

This statement illustrates an understanding optimaary purpose of the ITU, technical
training. However, the “stress free atmosphere” alas described as one which did not
value the same things its teachers did. The feelfrigeedom implied above in the
context of other statements on teaching indepered@ater section 4.2.1) seemed to
translate in part to a freedom to create grouptites that are internally consistent but

are not aligned to other sections of the orgarigati

That shared values existed was evident. There wasn@hasis placed on collaboration
and problem solving within the groups. The valuksligiting help, collegial
development of ideas and trust of immediate colleagemerged. There was strong
evidence that a significant piece of a shared itlewias a distrust of, or at least
confusion about, the motives and goals of the fangganisation as they affected the

working routines of the groups. Ideals of particifgaviews of what professionalism
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and their individual identities as educators meathém are strongly represented and
often seemed to lie in tension with the idealsheflfTU as presented to them through
what they viewed as conflicting and unclear mess&gen outside their groups.
Another legitimate reading of this is that the anigation was clear in what it wanted.
Students were to pass and move into work for therpaompany. The external and
internal political forces affecting how this wahaved meant that identities based on
ideals of what it meant to be educators did notmvagh what was being asked of
teachers. In either case, the tension between gdempity and organisational identity
was clearly voiced and was perceived as a fundahéyhamic affecting the work of

teachers.

4.3 Research Question Two: What elements of models leang organisations, are

perceived as present / absent by the participants?

This section addresses the second research quektiemain theme emerging from
participants’ voiced perception indicates feelingssolation from the larger
organisation. In discussion of their ‘as is’ expages perceptions that they were largely
left to their own devices in terms of teaching beld to shifting and unclear
expectations led to themes about disjunctions etwedividual/ group learning and
processes of organisational learning. Perceptibosganisational desire and
expectation did not evidence a wish to understandake use of practice emerging

from group experience and process.

4.3.1 Value, Vision and Goal
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The perceived disjunction between the values obtlganisation and those of the
participants and groups on identity and CoP fumctsodiscussed in the previous
section. This disjunction has an equal relevanaetermining whether participants
perceived the presence or absence of elementeafrang organisation. The
“supportive conditions” of Huffman and Hipp’s dingons (2003: 6) would include the
“democratic” setting that manifests as consistent shared ethos and vision (Huffman

& Jacobson, 2003:242) (refer page 20 of this thesis

The way in which participants described their aligxperiences at the ITU illustrate
some of the feelings of confusion they expres® disd clarity of organisational goals,

values and vision:

“...My orientation just told me how many barrels dfthe company produces
and how many students are in the classroom. Tkietimag | know I'm with

my team leader and my team leader is telling me toogo about my business
and what to do. My team leader gives me goal$y dails and semester goals.

But the company has never given me a goal.”

G3-3 (8) (as is)

This was amplified by another participant who ataied that it was colleagues who

provided him with what information he was able itadf

“I had no orientation they told me just to go aeddh with the writing team.

‘This is your seat’ - finished. Whatever | knowoaib the institute | found out
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personally from just talking to the people aroungl iviou know | don't know
officially what our students are going to do afjeaduation. | try and find out
things. Do you know what they get, is it a diplgnsait a certificate - what is it

they get? Nobody's told me that on paper.”

G3-5(8) (as is)

As teachers began to form ideas as to the goalsalnds of the ITU from interaction
with their colleagues and experience, the tensiscudsed in the previous section

emerged:

“The goal is to help them pass. Period. That'gtied. Then how do you

achieve the goal? That's when it becomes...”

G2-2 (8) (as is)

And evolved as seen in the following exchange:

“Yes | carry out the instructions of the school”
G1-1(8) (as is)
“Whose are those? Sometimes the goals are jusis®these students.”

G1-2(8) (as is)
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As this exchange continued the identities and wapagticipants arrive with and form

together emerged:

“Well that's right, and my goal as an individuatesraise their awareness of the
education system. To try and improve their cagaaid knowledge as human

beings. And that might be too, what do they sayhfalutin’?”

G1-4(8) (as is)

“Idealist?”

G1-2(8) (as is)

“They might say that's fine, that's great. Butwant them to just get through.”

G1-4(8) (as is)

The final statement above (G1-4) implied the widahdenced perception that the ITU
presented a face that was not concerned with tterlying methods or values as long
as they met the goal of graduating students. Weseperception to be strictly true, then
the working groups would have operated however tiskied, flourishing as CoPs or
not; however, the ITU’s goal of graduating studettsreside within a structure, even

if it was seen as inconsistent and the effects weted by participants:

“They want to get the students through, that's isteiscy. But the means and
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the methods they used to do that sometimes dtaltdfiown as well as they
should because of the way the institution is form@ée have to go to leader A,
who has to go to leader B, who in turn has to geader C. And in an
industrial or corporate situation the further up g the less the person on the

bottom understands what it is that is wanted.”

G1-4 (13) (asis)

A recognition that organisational “objectives” tlagipeared inconsistent resulted in one

participant voicing a wishing for simplified clayit

“In some ways I'd have to say that the organizatias set itself up with
objectives that do not coincide very well. Thipgst don't match up, so that's
one place where the inconsistencies come fromy'feherying to be an
education institute, they're trying to be a traminstitute, they are trying to
teach work ethics. They have so many things tiet tvant to do. But they

don't give us a single unifying idea to tie thagdther.”
G3-1 (13) (as is)

Frustration that in what was perceived as a comglieicture above the teachers and the
use of investment were in conflict with the valaesl processes of the ITU emerged

here:
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“Let's not forget that there are politics in acagealiso. In the sense that there
are policies here, whatever these are, and thenazagement knows this. And a
lot of investment has been put into the institUt@w, these people are not
serious enough, somehow, to do things in the praagr do what should have

been done.”

G3-3(9) (asis)

The personal mastery and systems thinking of Ser{@®90) core processes of
learning organisations are at odds with one andtbe (see section 2.3.1 of this
thesis). Participants have expressed a wish toggsonal mastery in evolving their
current expectations and identities with thoséhefdrganisation. However, they
perceived that as impossible given the paucityinoonsistency of what was made
available to them. The systems thinking that walldw recognition of cause and
effect of changes in practice and new developmmiatg have existed within the
working groups but were not perceived as extendeygpnd the boundaries of the

groups.

This difficulty perceived regarding the building\adlues that were shared between
working groups and the larger organisation is evid®ne interpretation of the data
could be that during these exchanges frustratinddang-standing grudges emerged,
putting more emphasis than was actually felt ongbees being discussed. To an extent

this is almost certainly the case, however, the noeanimity of perceptions both in the
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transcripts and in the g-sort placements descrithiagschism between trust levels

amongst colleagues and those between groups aratglee organisation are clear.

Another reading that may lessen the vehemenceeséthtatements is that these groups
are working in a programme which had gone throuiimdamental change process in
the two years prior to this research (see chaptekslthat process moved from their
department to another, there may have well bedmseof loss or of not being the

centre of focussed attention:

“Certainly since the developmental focus has sthiftethe technical program

(L2’s) leadership has become virtually zero.”

G3-2 (5) (as is)

If this loss engendered feelings akin to abandomnméEnpossible that resentment
resulting in the above statements developed. Adgwever, many of the participants
started after the major structural changes had imeglemented and were not present
for the main project (see chapter 1 and appendid Bgir experience of the ITU began
after attention had shifted away for their departm@/hilst these factors may
ameliorate the strength of some of these conversatihe perceptions voiced above
are valid and almost universal. In the final chapfehis thesis | will discuss the

impact of this shift of focus further, however itigt be noted here to balance the above.
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4.3.2 Facilitation

Perceptions about the facilitation of dynamics thatlld evidence the existence of a
learning organisation emerged as frustrated ared Tdre importance of a facilitative
environment as regards collaboration and the shafilearning is highlighted when
one notes that change happens when teachers peglhelchange (Huffman & Hipp,
2003: 4) and that a “reflexive management” (BusB666: 124) (see section 2.3.2.1 of

this thesis) recognises and facilitates collabeeatarning.

The focus groups expressed views indicating thatdia not occur. Both time as a

resource and structured opportunity as an avenoe eited:

“I believe the setup of the system, doesn't engmuthis kind of discussing
between courses. Unless it comes up there's sonda talk to teachers from
other courses or other departments. There ism® $et aside that says this is
the time the teachers will sit down and talk toheather about what they're
doing. There's nothing like that, we don't have meeetings. | want to make it

clear that I'm talking about outside of the team.”

G3-3 (1) (asis)

And:

139



“There is a lack of coordination between the cosirdeersonally speaking for
example, sometimes | talk with (non-participanie€ague), but this is one on
one and only when we want to have a chat. Theme pportunity for four or
five teachers to sit down together and talk abchatvthey're doing or how you
can coordinate good practices. I've been herthfee years and that's never

happened. ”

G3-5(1) (asis)

The physical environment as well as the structfitere allocation was cited:

“Well it is hard. How will you have a conversatibrOut here in the desert.
(Everyone laughs) it would be easy if there wataaeto congregate. But there
Is no place. | mean, if you have business you\gw there. (another

department) But who has business there?”

G2-5 (2) (asis)

The final question in the statement above was aiulie of the perception that working
groups within departments were isolated not onligims of physical space but in goal.

A clear example that emerged of collaboration betw&epartments was noted as:

“I'll give you an example: | taught level 3 for &®& years. And you know there

is a big portion of electrical engineering. Andsked to meet with a man named
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(name) who was an electrical engineer and ask hestepns over cigarettes and
exchange ideas. And | learnt a lot about eledtangineering. If you want to
deliver something you have to understand it at &rsl then do it. | enjoyed it
very much”

G3-1 (2) (ideal)

In this statement the level referenced is theldagtre students move from the
foundation programme into the technical program(ses chapter 1). Within these

final level courses there are increasing connestimiween the content of the language
classes and the content students will face in thddsequent studies. Here is a clear
area where learning and practice sharing couldfli¢hese groups of teachers,
however, as the statement indicates, his own fiviéallowed this to happen and the
venue was a smoking area outside in a desert emeent not conducive to long and
substantive conversation. As a pair of non-smogatst when discussing the

frequency with which they spoke to people in otthepartments:

“That's just a nonstarter. We've covered thatst foesn't happen.”
G3-1 (2) (as is)
“I don't even know any of their names.”
G3-2 (2)(as is)
An example of an opportunity for separate departsmendiscuss the potential for

shared work, the abovementioned change initiasee Chapter 1) was highlighted. The
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lack of common understanding between a departrhabhtid implemented major
structural change and one that was in the beginoifitigat process produced this

reaction:

“Yes and if | am working with or talking to someoaetside of my department
regularly about work and he may want to ask medeas or give me some
ideas | would hope that they have taken the timentterstand what it is that |
do. And that goes both ways. It goes back to thatfiring meeting that | had a
while back, that | was talking about earlier, whitrey had not even spent a
moment trying to understand what it is that | wasd. | was saying
"everything is green" and they were saying "yesdwatrything has been blue

for 20 years". "But it's green now" "but it's bllie!

“No it's not, it's been changed to green”. That tiresatmosphere, it was insane.
If I'm sharing work with people who don't understavhat | do but have the

sophistication to at least try they may start givine ideas.”

G3-3(1) (asis)

In the ‘ideal’ session with G3 this meeting wadlier discussed, laying perceived fault
not at the feet of the instructors from the othepattment, but at the structure around

the change initiative and the lack of opportundgy dommon learning:
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“...But a few days later | was thinking you know thexg probably ticked off.
They've been here for a while. And you know L2esehdoing all this stuff with
the foundation program and the technical progralefigo flounder. They are
dealing with students still swinging from the lighliterally, and we actually
have rules about students being in class on timd.tAat's new! Maybe that
made them angry, you know that their departmentivaashe one to start with
the change. And | was telling them how it is anelythe been here for 20 years

it was probably upsetting for them.”

G3-3 (7) (ideal)

“Yes but 20 years without clear vision, it wouldsalutely upset them. For
example if | am teaching a course for 20 yearslamd teaching the same
course but at the same time | am just using theique planning. Although I'm
in the field for 20 years if I'm using the samestas plans | am teaching one

year, not 20 years.”

G3-4 (7) (ideal)

A further example of an attempt on the part ofdhganisation to provide opportunity
for interaction between departments was a profaasievelopment event which took
the form of a mini-conference. Instructors fromalrses were invited to present

workshops or discussions. The reactions to thisteme illustrated here:
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“Yes but perhaps the closest they came to it watsskemester when they did

that professional development workshop.”

G3-1 (1)(as is)

“Yes the professional development.”

G3-5 (1)(as is)

“That's the closest they've ever come to it hé&kBowing teachers the space in

an environment to work together.”

G3-1 (1)(as is)

“Yes that was nice.”

G3-5 (1)(as is)

“Excuse me, but that did not happen because theyaddo initiate a process. |
don't think that happened because of wanting teldgvhe professionalism of
the teachers. It was because we didn't have tderstsiand they didn't want us

to go on holiday.”

G3-3 (1)(as is)

“You're right”

G3-1 (1)(as is)

“Absolutely.”

G3-2 (1)(as is)

“But it did happen. And the fact that it did happmsened up an avenue.”
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G3-1 (1)(as is)

The negative reaction to this event is balancel wit acknowledgement that it was
new and had some value. However, the feelingsotdition and working in tension

with the organisation at large discussed in theiptes sections have the effect of
creating suspicion of the motives behind the orarockxample of time being allocated
to whole-organisation interaction. This echoeswvibbek of Thessin and Starr (2011) as
discussed in section 2.2.2 of this thesis. Theesgad need for time to discuss seen in
the light of the reaction to the example abovemases with the literature in stressing
not only the importance of opportunity, but of sfthvalues and support allow teachers
to realise the potential value and benefit (Rickand 1995; Busher, 2006; Saint-Onge

& Wallace, 2003) ( see chapter 2).

4.3.3 Integration and Adaptation

Integration of group and individual learning int@anisational practice is fundamental
to the existence of a leaning organisation (Tomoln004) (refer section 2.3).
Dimmock and Walker’s (2005) “stable manifestation§tearning are predicated on the
integration of learning from across an organisafrefer page 44of this thesis).
Evidence that learning and practice developmemnggilace within the focus groups is
taken up, assessed and integrated by the largenisedion is non-existent in the data.

Speaking again to the divide that is perceived betiveen departments and between
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groups and organisational goals, the lack of exademplies that formalised integration

of practice between disparate groups does notptizioe:

“... But if you're talking about teaching ideas orroculum... | don't know.
Some of that goes on.”

G2-5 (1) (as is)

“Yes, because we totally ignore what's happeningiler departments or other
skills.”

G2-4 (1) (as is)

“Yes. You are concerned with how students aregpening in your class for
example. Period.”

G2-5(1) (asis)

Integration of learning and practice across groogolaries seemed limited. Following
on from the comment referenced in the previous@eat which a teacher discussed
specific practice with a technical instructor oaerigarette the following statement
illustrates several in the data where topics rdl&devork but not teaching practice were

discussed:

“...also talking about policies and new things. Tag rise, things coming from
the head office. We also talked to people fromtéobnical program to see how

they felt about them. So it's not all just acadeinic

G1-2 (2) (asis)
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The above is included to show that while there inBeyaction across departments
related to the larger organisation it was not pcaatelated and initiated by teachers and
not the organisation. Frustration emerged in statgs like those below and others in
previous sections regarding not only the lack qdarpunity to share, and thus begin the
process of integration and adaptation of practigdarbthe perceived deafness of the

organisation to the desire to share:

“...about the organization itself. If I'm expressidgas about how to feel about
the institution to someone above me that reallysdbéappen much. | don't see
much communication happening - | would place iblethe line because it

depends on what group we are talking about.”

G2-5(12) (as is)

“Well, there's also the component of if we can shdeas, but does it go

anywhere?”

G2-2(12) (as is)

Senge (1990) delineates three forms of feedbadksyehich affect the flow of

learning within an organisation (refer chaptereteon 2.3.1). The third of these is
termed “compensated” (p. 79), in which resistaiocallow access to group learning can
be created within groups in the face of unwelcoetgiests to do so. In this and the
previous sections resistance emerges in reactiteetmgs of apathy on the part of the
ITU and a lack of common ground amongst separgiartteental groups. The dynamic

of compensated feedback appears to emerge butaslaof unclear expectations
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rather than the clear but unwelcome requests S&998€) defines. In G2-2’s final
statement above, the frustration stemming fromsaust of might be done with shared
information appeared to lead to feelings that sigaleyond his group was not worth
the effort given his perceptions of the ‘as is’ eonment. Regarding the integration
and adaptation aspect of research question twaldtzeis silent as to how or if these

take place. It is, however, rife with examplessthating the reasons for this silence.

4.4 Research Question Three: Where do participants placthemselves in a
structure of power and influence within and withoutthe working team they

are members of?

In this section question three is discussed. Thestipn focuses on perceptions that are
bounded as ‘within’ and ‘without’ the working grogiprhat boundaries are potentially
porous has been discussed (Roberts, 2006) (reder 2&of this thesis). The data
presents a complex narrative of where leadershdgawer lie. Both frameworks
discussed in chapter 2stress the importance of smmeof decision making power as
placed in the hands of practitioners, although reodary as to the extent (Busher,

2006; Huffman & Hipp, 2003; Hayes et al., 2004).

The boundaries that defined the ‘within’ and ‘witiiodelineation emerged from the
data. Participants clearly view team leaders (reffi@pter 1) as within their working
groups, department heads as bridging the boundaralaother leadership discussed as

‘without’ (refer section 4.2.1).
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4.4.1 Within Working Groups

Evident in discussions of questions 1 and 2 abweas,a perception that sharing
practice, developing shared values and collab@atjpnamics seen as functional were
driven from within the groups. Discussions of indiegence in the classroom may point

to a level of decision making ability as evidenbede:

“That's an interesting question, because when y@@aing into the classroom
we feel that we can do the lesson according testye. But that might be just
something we feel and not something that's acttialyin our day-to-day
practice. Because in certain situations you'remgix-amount of worksheets and
you have to get through them and any secondarygoegayou may want to

adopt to do that, well there may just not be timda it.”

G1-4 (15) (as is)

This statement regarding the structure of the elimsiting independence was

strengthened by:

“I'm given independence in my teaching practice Inbink everything here is

formulated.”

G2-1 (15) (as is)

Group 3 expressed their feelings:
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“In (name of course) | would say yes, again becaosaature of the program,

but I wouldn't comment on any other course.”

G3-1(15) (asis)

“We can choose the topics yes but the processtoéi writing about the

topics is very clear and laid out.”

G3-5(15) (asis)

These statements would indicate the constraintesexb by course structure in terms of
material and topic choice felt by the structureadrse may limit independence in the
classroom, and thus limit one arena of decisioningakn discussing their ideal

situations the groups showed a desire for struaigespecific nature:

“So it's very important to be given independencetbis independence should

be monitored.”

G3-1 (15) (ideal)

“What would the ideal monitor look like?”

Mod (15) (ideal)
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“Constructive monitoring. Positive monitoring. drt mind anybody from the
higher-ups watching me teach. So long as it istrantive and they are

convincing and persuasive.”

G3-1 (15) (ideal)

“They should comment on the approach you're follgan the classroom, |

don't think anybody could ask you to follow thigapach or that approach.”

G3-3 (15) (ideal)

“Horses for courses yes. It's funny | have two s#asand the dynamic is very
very different. And | have to change my stratedesone class as opposed to

the other class.”

G3-4 (15) (ideal)

A contrasting view showed a trust in collegialitydeexpertise allowing for more
independence. A first reading of this is that lealg is not needed, however G3-2 was
not making a distinction between conceptual leddengotentially arising within the
team as having the power to decide pedagogicatssand external leadership which

dictates these:

“I think in many ways the (course name) team hamsg individuals with
strong competencies. So there isn't a great ddahdérship. In ideas. It doesn't
have anything to do with leadership, it's the basimpetencies of my

colleagues. Because it's (content of course)ufrgagood at (content of course)
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you've got your own way of packaging the coursed A works. You don't
have to have somebody giving direction. Dependimghe nature of the

material there will be more or less sharing andnied for a direction.”

G3-2 (6) (as is)

The balance expressed here between the desimdiEpendence and the need for clear
monitoring echoes statements discussed in secti@i3 and 4.3.1 regarding goals and
values. The participants’ willingness, and dedimehave their practice examined and
“constructively” discussed could evidence a wishgoidance. Alternatively the final
comment in particular indicated that advantage tatken of the scope within the
structure of the course for variations of approaetigation and professional criticism
was what was asked for. Andrews and Crowther (20@2jid term this “parallel
leadership” (p. 155) (refer page 31 of this thearg] the desire expressed indicated that
a professional relationship between participantslaaders would have been welcome.
The exchange did not provide reasons for this de$inese were hinted at elsewhere by

members of groups 2 & 3:

“Independence is important, guidelines are alsoontamt.”

G3-2 (15) (ideal)

And:

“There has to be a balance between independencguatahce.”

G2-2 (15) (ideal)
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“I keep thinking of the leadership as someone wdro @mpathize with the
teacher and really knows that setting very wellh&y're just not telling me
what to do . There's a real openness and you tlatotthem, for me that has
always worked. It's important. | can tell you prgpblems. You can tell me

how to work on things based on your experience.”

G2-5 (15) (asis)

The guidelines participant G3-2 refers to abovearatee context of teaching practice
and expectations from leadership ranging from depent heads upwards. The type of
leadership participant G2-5 describes is an idestlwould facilitate practice
development. Again, this points to a desire foraleed decision making powers that
are not wholly independent and isolated but arensatprocess of collegial alignment
and refinement. These sentiments describe an emu@nt containing elements of the
“parallel leadership” above and the “collectiveatkership where development of
practice and skill benefit from the collaborativectsion making structure present in
models of distributed leadership (Harris, 2005)gfrpage 33 of this thesis).Evidence
that within this team, this guidance and collabgeatlecision making occurs is found

in several exchanges:

“Okay, we have our own individual section leadght? You know, (G1-2) and
writing, (G3-4) in (name of course), (team leaderjname of course). And

from my point of view | definitely think I've gottesome good guidance there.
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And good feedback from (names) when | was doingswlgects. But then of

course you can imply the bigger, higher up level.”

G1-4 (5) (asis)

In seeking advice and guidance:

“If we're talking about the place where we, lety, are residing in.. if you're
talking about the big office. We all need explaora, illustrations, we ask our

leads. That's okay, but if we're talking aboutliigepicture?”

G1-1 (5) (asis)

A further example of decisions being negotiatedvieenh group members, in this case a

teacher and a team leader, was:

“It is different for me. The information that eghas nothing to do with my
teaching but it does help me going the other wéwgyTell me what they want, |

tell them the best way to do it. Which is fairatk not a negative thing at all.”

G3-2 (6) (as is)

“If it's the team getting ideas from each othed #re team leader then yes that's
normally how we work.”
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G3-3 (6) (as is)

In the above the “information” referred to is caiontent and assessment of that
content. The discussion G3-2 refers to is one iithvtbecisions as to the pedagogy
involved in delivering this content was discus¥68d-2 clearly felt comfortable and

able to lay out his own ideas as to how to proceed.

Participant G1-1 not only expressed an abilityxerehimself in terms of expressing
ideas, he also felt that what his group was doiag n line with the needs of the

organisation:

“The people | have been working with are very vargfessional. We have a
very positive interaction, we reciprocate ideas bfe@l| that we are a team

working in the best interests of the organization.”
G1-1 (6) (as is)

Implicit in these exchanges is evidence of “relaait leadership (Coleman, 2001)
(refer page 33-4 of this thesis) in that these gnmembers feel themselves to be in
relationships with their team leaders and departrhead that allows for the free
expression of ideas. The limitations of this intetption are that the expressed desire
for guidance from further up the leadership hidmgrio terms of clarity of ultimate

goals and aligned methods of reaching these goalsat met.

The data does not allow for an interpretation oicfioning distributed leadership.

Harris & Young (2000) are clear in their warninglabelling any devolved power as
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such (refer page 31 of this thesis). The evidendbe data of limited devolved power
in terms of negotiating day to day practice is sidticient to label dynamics of

individual decision making as distributed leadgoshi

4.4.2 Without Working Groups

The question of where participants place themseiveslation to external power and
influence is discussed in this section. As disadisg®mve there appears to be evidence
of a limited level of devolved decision making pow@owever it is limited to practice
and pedagogy. In section 4.3.2 feelings of isolaéimerged stemming from a lack of
access to power and a lack of clarity in goalsye@sland institutional expectation. In
this section perceptions of isolation re-emergeatignoup members perceived

themselves as residing in a sometimes arbitraryagathetic environment.

In a discussion of leadership higher than departineads:

“They certainly don't help me.”

G3-2 (1) (asis)

“1 don't see anything negative coming from therhlkalso don't see anything
positive coming from. L2 (sr. academic advisor) sametimes be a good
person to bounce ideas off of. But they don't seebe actively engaged in the
process of providing leadership. They're not distua there saying how's it

going? ..does this work? It feels as if they'verbdistanced from us.”
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G3-1 (1) (asis)

“Certainly since the developmental focus has stlifo the technical program

L2’s leadership has become virtually zero.”

G3-2 (1) (asis)

Referenced is an event that would seem to have lsaghificant impact on

participants’ perceptions of leadership. The dgwmelent programme mentioned (refer
chapter one for a full description) representedaandtic overhaul of the foundation
programme. Only two of the participants were presgthe ITU from the beginning of
this process, taken on to be a part of it. Contynisivital to the survival of a
community (Huffman & Jacobson, 2003) (refer page®this thesis). The direct
involvement with senior leadership in the form loé Senior Academic Advisor (L2)
gave these participants direct and real accessdisidn making powers. Among the
reasons for feelings of isolation groups expressay be the abrupt severing of this
relationship when the project “concluded”. Membefrstaff coming into the groups
after this point did so very quickly afterward doednd themselves in a dynamic
environment where courses were new and memoriebalnts of use of power were
fresh in their colleagues’ minds. Two years on,rtt@mentum of this experience would
seem to have diminished. Rather than feeling cktatrdecision making and in receipt
of substantial attention, the evidence in this prebious sections indicates that groups
are working with highly structured courses in akahip environment, that above

department head level, does not engage with them.
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The discussion continued to elaborate on the lexfed$tention participants had access

to:

“Personally if you're going to use those two exksor how people can make
your job better. | mean, L2 does still look out €, if you have a problem you
can speak to him. And he tries to influence thiwgen he can. But the
manager himself? | don't think he understandsdbite of the decisions he
makes actually makes my job worse. | don't thials Iintentionally doing
anything negative, but | don't think he sees theeation between a and b

necessarily.”

G3-2 (5) (as is)

“They don't know what's happening. They don'tkvehat we're going

through and they never allow themselves to have tuith us to just talk.”

G3-3 (5) (as is)

“And how do you generally communicate with thoseple? It's a paper, it's

one way.”

G3-2 (5) (as is)

The “manager” referred to is the Manager of the .I’Ad the highest placed leader on-
site he was responsible for the running of the &Fd to the parent company and the
operating companies that receive graduates as gagddrefer chapter one). The
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question of him allowing himself “the time” to “tdlis a difficult one. The expectation
that he should do so was evidence both of whatlmaynreasonable expectations on
the part of G3-3, and of the strength which hetfelt decisions made at that level made

it more difficult for him to do his work.

Within the same group session the following state#naes made:

“... but the institute is involved in more politicddings than | care to involve

myself in; which go beyond my brief as an educator.

G3-4 (9) (ideal)

The reference here is to the need for consistealsg&3-4 was stating that consistent
goals are vital but acknowledged that there arésguaneed not be involved in
pursuing. The tension between this and the abasms¢o lie in the balance
participants perceived as desirable between beiggged in relevant leadership
activities and protected from those deemed irrelevehe theme which emerged
indicated that they did not feel leadership at ¢hiesels make this distinction.
Reinforcing evidence that there was not perceivatica on the part of leadership is in

the following:

“I think they are not thinking bad things about ughink they want to get the

best for us and from us. But on the practical taglay level | think it may not
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be coming down in the way that we would like b, not being implemented

as fast as we would want.”

G1-4 (10) (asis)

The theme that rises from these exchanges is onbiagh apathy rather than force
characterises participants’ views of the leadershygronment they reside in. These

feelings were echoed in all three groups:

“So you're saying that there's more, while noandbnomy, what you're saying
is that there's more of a hands-off approach thati®e helpful. Whereas some

would say a hands-off approach is not helpful. Buhands can be bad too...”

G2-2 (5) (as is)

“In the classroom for example, if we threatenshedents or if we don't provide
them with a friendly atmosphere. If we don't maken feel that it's a friendly
place to them they won't produce and it's the siduing. It's the same thing for

teachers.”

G2-4 (5) (as is)

“Since they don't make it difficult for me theylpane.”

G2-1 (5) (as is)
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“They” in this last statement referred to seni@dership. The attitudes implied above
have potential to lead to disengagement from tluempicture (refer page 55 of this
thesis). This disengagement was further exacerliptélde character of communication

participants perceived from leadership:

“When you look at how things happen and whereghicome from the teachers
are the last to know often. The students leamgthdays before we do. There
are certain policy issues that affect us that thraiaistration knows but we don't

know we aren't told. There are so many things theto hide from us.”

G3-3(13) (asis)

“Rarely in educational institutions would you fitftht the students were higher

up on the information chain in the teachers. Tiagupens all the time here.”

G3-2 (13) (asis)

And further in the exchange:

“There are people lower down who have a lot monegrdhan the people above
them. So some people are driving the bus from #ok Beat and the guy who's

supposed to be driving the bus is not always irtrobof which way it's going.”

G3-2 (13) (as is)
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The reference here to “power” is that which surasioommunication. Feelings of
being left out of the flow of communication engeretka suspicion of motive. Taken
with other statements however, this interpretati@y be overstated. The general

disengagement participants note on the part oktlship as equal a culprit as malice.

The environment participants described seemed tmbecharacterised by shifting
levels of focus, apathy and lack of clarity in thalationship to leadership outside of
their working groups. The “comprehension” of redaships between individuals and
groups on the part of leadership that is “essértagstablishing CoPs (Huber, 2004) is
not perceived by the groups (refer page 33 ofttiesis). Coleman’s (2011)
“constitutive” leadership emphasising the impor@an€clear articulation of
communications across an organisation is similaotyevident in the data (refer page
33-4 of this thesis). References to forced leaderstusing undue damage to CoPs
seem not to apply (Richardson, 1995) (refer pagef 1bis thesis) as the main theme is
not one of a leadership which actively damage®eksto damage, group function.
Rather the evidence would suggest that grouppfegerless outside of very narrow

circles, and that access to more and more collélerpower would be welcome.
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4.5 Research Question Four: Where would senior and midd managers believe
staff members would place themselves in a structur@f power and influence

within and without the working team they are membes of?

Question Four asks a Middle Manager who is the loé#lde department the groups
work in, and the Senior Academic Advisor to workotigh the g-sort statements as
they think participants would in their ‘as is’ sess. Placing them in an empathetic
relationship to the groups elicited both their guanceptions of several issues and the
perceptions they believed prevalent amongst thepg.orlhis section presents these
sessions in the same format as the previous se&idsections for each leader are

place in the ‘within” and ‘without’ categories usadove.

4.6 L1: Department Head

4.6.1 Within Working Groups

The department head’s placements and discussiomatédged some of the issues
discussed by participants in previous sections.rmam theme that emerged is one in
which access to leadership is somewhat less impddgparticipants than the portrayal

they gave. Within the groups he gives reasons aéyocollaboration may be limited:

““I'm asked to share my ideas about my work. Agkethink encouraged more

than asked.
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In some situations yes, like today we asked (taaah@me) to check with his
team about something in the (name of course) metbgy. Andbecause we
asked them, this would happen.y@sy emphasis) And because we encourage
people to do this, you know, team members should haneeting at least once
a week. The question is, this kind of office, isaally conducive to having

those kinds of regular meetings. Even though thereheeting room here | don't
see people using it. At the end of the day it bade/n to people having enough
to do and they don't really communicate. And ... wheaple are working on

the team for a while it sort of gets to be routinelhe level of discussion gets

to be less and less.”

L1 (3)

His assumption that discussion of methodology waealke place because it was
requested may be true, however, his perceptiocateli that in the absence of a
request, these discussions would not have takee.pliathe focus group data discussed
above, more emphasis was placed on these intarat¢tian he seemed to perceive. His
reference to the meeting room belied expectatibmsrmal interaction. He did note

that there were other factors at play:

“Again this depends on the chemistry of the teaduor!'t know if the same good
chemistry is in every team....So | would say yeahdifferent from one team to
another, | bet. Perhaps not every team membersh&éeas at the same

level.”

L1 (12)
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And:

“Some people are so good at this that they evepekd observations which we
encouraged people to do, but we did not ask thetho i So some people, like
if this is (teacher’s name) he would place it upehéut you know how other

people feel about observations so they would jusit@own here.”

L1 (4)

References to both relationships within a groupiadt/idual motivation resonate with
the data from the groups. He restates the roleslzeraiddle manager plays in the

variation of collaboration from team to team:

“Yes because as | said we encourage rather thapeagie to do this. So it's

different from one teacher to another.”

L1 (4)

Whether he sees requesting that interaction tad@ems facilitative or an imposition is
unclear. That he sees his position as potentialyriy some role in instigating
collaboration is evident. His acknowledgment tlegichers are too busy to be asked to
pursue developing professional development plagisates that he is cautious in

asking more of them:
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“We, here in this office have professional develeptrplans for people. But
because we are still understaffed and people de staff than they should, we

are not approaching any people about professianadldpment.”

L1 (9)

On balance, it seems that statements that his sexjunstigated collaborative discussion
were not made at the expense of teachers. Raltieeg, was an acknowledgement that
as teachers were busy they may not have engagkédse as often as they would have
in other circumstances. The picture painted bygtloeip participants does not support
this perception. Evidence of regular discussiofivia working group discussed in

sections 4.2 and 4.3 is substantial.

“The goals of the school are clear, what | meathiyis our performance
standards and our performance indicators. So tteeglaar, they are written,
they are given to every teacher, so | think theycear. And teachers should
know exactly what to do. ‘I am motivated’, | doubin sure that once there is a
common goal people enjoy working with other coll@agtowards achieving
this goal. What usually makes people frustrateghen there's no common

destination. Like the wild wild West.”

L1 (11)
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The impact of perceptions of unclear goals and ouslare clear in previous sections.
The perception here that goals were clear andiipédation that teachers were aligned
to them is not only not supported by the data ftbengroups, the lack of “common
destination” that he cited as frustrating was @melgi articulated by the groups as a

source of tension.

4.6.2 Without Working Groups

Following on from the discussion above L1 descrifaesors that may in part underlie

the feelings of the groups:

“The reason why | did not put it at the top heréhst sometimes we get
conflicting messages, some signals or some mes#agasnight actually

conflict with those indicators.”

L1 (13)

“Where do the signals come from?”

Mod (13)

“I'll give you an example. For example, we wanidgnts to be punctual, to be
in the classroom the first thing, right? And yomemmber on the old campus, we
asked teachers to lock the doors, once they d@heinlassroom. So that's good,
this is a good example of when theory and pragecband-in-hand. But when

they came here, you know, this new three minute came from above. |
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shouldn't mention any names. But, you know the @ of the Board of
Trustees said give the students three minutersthe one hand this is really
against what we are trying to achieve at the ATt,gractically speaking we
have to accept it. So when an admin issue comasway, you cannot change it
but it conflicts with what you are trying to do. 8o the one hand, yes, the
standards are clear, but on the other hand sommastnes really work against

the standards and performance indicators.”

L1 (13)

The political sphere indicated here was referreolytgroup 3 in section 4.4.2 as a layer
of leadership they did not wish to engage with. ldeer, in that and other discussions
the effects decisions made at those levels onadwgy routine are acknowledged. This
is the source of frustration voiced regarding latkommunication and the purpose

behind decisions that teachers perceive as anpitrar

“We try to make them sure that we appreciate twerk, but at the same time
when other admin issues happen and we can't idadiyge them like when the
schedule is late. That's not good, it makes peopierale go down. We don't
have 100% control of this. Once students join g, lor at least graduate from
the foundation program, they can't join the techhjrogram unless they meet
certain standards. There are VIPs who we can'seetwt they don't join the
foundation program, they join the basic programl tin¢y can meet the

standards. Once they meet the standards they istlelyel 1. They can't be
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absent for a certain number of hours. They caké the exit tests unless they

get 70% on their performance based assessment.”

L1 (10)

In section 4.3.1 group participants discussed #deslrtio pass students as an example of
unclear and unaligned goals and a leadership thatad communicate clearly. The
participants disputed the consistency with whickspates were applied. L1 in this
statement, whilst illustrating a further exampleegfernal politics affecting the ITU,
defends the system created to ameliorate thosetaffEhe tension between perceptions
represents a lack of communication both on thegfadgachers and leadership; Group
participants citing limited access and opportuaitg L1 citing politically driven

decisions neither he nor the ITU management hasataver.

The perceptions of L1 here presented a combinafi@greement and dissonance with
the data from focus groups. He acknowledged addclkommunication and discussed
some reasons for this. He believed collaboratiteractions took place, and
acknowledged a potential role in facilitating theatieit in terms that on first reading
seem authoritarian. Busher (2005) emphasises #igqyoof the middle leaders as
facilitative and the importance of shared valued thform decision making (refer page
30 of this thesis). L1 drew attention to his poi@nble in facilitating collaboration and
stated reasons for not doing so. He indicated wiatees may not have been clear or

shared where they were behind decisions and atttadraffect teachers.
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4.7 L2: Senior Academic Advisor

4.7.1 Within Working Groups

The Senior Academic Advisor (L2) was brought irite tTU to plan and implement a
fundamental change initiative designed to imprdneedkill of graduates entering the
parent company’s operating companies (see chap&r At the time of this research
the foundation programme had gone through thisemphtation and had been
operating under the new curricula and performartaedsirds for two years. His direct
involvement with the foundation was diminished &mel project had moved into

working with the technical programme (see chapie)o

L2 remained, however, directly responsible and aotable for the outcomes of the
foundation programme and is the line manager odépartment heads. His
perceptions as to participants’ views on the lestdprand power environment they
work within emerged as follows. The main theme aasinderstanding that with the
project no longer actively implementing changelatmrative efforts may have

diminished.

In discussing independence in teaching, L2 illusttdhe expectations he has of

department heads and teachers:
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“I'm given independence in my teaching practiceatTsetter be true. That was
what the whole thing was about. In fact, and | kmvbeing recorded, this whole
issue of lesson planning that's come to the flédate, | don't know if the teachers
are aware of it yet. (describes incident in whidepartment head from outside the
foundation programme wanted to require daily leggans to be submitted by all
teachers- L1 was involved) And | said look L1 jtedt (name) that the project was
designed with the management philosophy that tleséine not interfering with
what the teachers are doing in the classroom uttess's a problem. Then you get
involved. ...leave them alone. Let them teach. Nowtheby think that or not, that's
the question. | know what | want. ... And | would leaghat the foundation
instructors say yes, | would hope so. | would thim&y would. L1 is not intrusive

at all.”

L2 (15)

The independence L2 described as central to hassidEmanagement carry the

implication that he expected this independencadtude collaboration within groups.

Discussing where ideas emanated from in termsveldeof leadership, he saw teachers

as perceiving a clear hierarchy or order:

“Okay, let's move up to the formal stages, whabat said team leaders? Yes if
that said team leaders | would put it at the togll\this will not have to be put
over here. | would think, | could be wrong, bubirnk the department heads... |

have seen the performance evaluation tool thatukeyand | would think that
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when they are meeting with the teachers post ohgenvthat they would be
giving them ideas. | think they would be. But agaidon't know first-hand, |

assume that they are.”

L2 (6)

No statement was made as to leadership above depdrheads engaging in discussion
of pedagogy or course planning. Nor was there dson of how the “performance
evaluation tool” was used. The potential of thisrial instrument to evaluate
performance to either help or hinder collaborapvecesses, value alignment or goal

clarification was not discussed.

Discussion of statement 10 involving the perceptibteachers as to whether or not

their work is valued elicited the following:

“English teachers hate each other! They're albimgetition. (Laughs) “l am a
better teacher than you are. My students want nre than they want you’.

... True, | think the teaching profession has thidtboicompetitiveness to it.
And it isn't just here. Even when you share idbaset's always this sense of
comparison. | remember there would be times whdidr't want to tell teachers
things because | know that they would resentnit-ribt talking about where we
have mutual goals or where we're trying to imprtheecurriculum together. I'm
talking about teaching something, and something wesaily well. 1 wouldn't

walk into the teacher's office and share that withstaff.”
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L2 (10)

These sentiments were not expressed by group menitather, there was a clear
thread through the discussions in the previous@ecthat it was direct colleagues with
whom participants had their most satisfying intéoas and that feelings of
professional respect and value at team level wesgept. When asked if he felt if this

were true within the foundation programme’s workiagms he elaborated:

“I think that within the teams this would be rankg&dher, but in a generic sense
no. But that's where it comes back to the pointeraefore, if there is a shared
goal like a development initiative going on. Youwabe sharing everything
because it's part of the process in the developofehat curriculum or course.
And there's a structure, the feedback is partaif phocess. ...I can imagine a
teacher in one class speaking to a teacher teatttergame subject talking
about things that did or didn't work in the clagsm Again there's a common,
shared goal. When you have that this will happehelM first came here,
teachers sat next to each other and no one spaketanother. Everyone had
their book, and everyone had the page numbersabey supposed to be on,
and basically there was no sharing of ideas af it completely changed

when we went through the curriculum developmenjgatd

L2 (10)
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“Would you say that having some sort of goal helpsomplish not only the

goal but also the development of collegiality.”

Mod (10)

“For sure, for sure. | mean, all of these coulddmranged if you put it in the
perspective or context of a curriculum developnpofect. It's all related to the
degree to which you need each other to accompdistething. In my example,

in 2003, teachers didn't need each other for angtiihey had their book, they
had their page number. And the opposite of thatidvbave been developing the
curriculum, where you obviously need each otheer&¥ you're developing
courses for different levels you need to know vehgding on before and after
what you're working on. That's the other end ofdbetinuum, where there's an

absolute necessity to share information.”

L2 (10)

The dynamic described here is one in which collation occurred when a clear shared

goal was present. In his description of teachezkaviours prior to the change initiative

he cited a lack of need as the main reason foh&raavorking in isolation. The group

sessions evidenced that the perceived absenceasfariganisational goal had created

multiple, unclear goals. This affected not onlyitielationships to one another in

terms of their need to create internal group gbatsn their relationship to leadership.

The relationship to leadership that teachers egpeed prior to the change initiative

was discussed in a follow-up individual interview:
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“There are implications for how you deal with caligies. Wanting to be liked.
Having to have some affinity with students, if tHeate you they won't learn.
And here sometimes if students hate you here yodosz your job. The effect
of this is there was no discussion or collaborapigar to 2006. | asked staff
what they want to see changed first. One said ‘gbgob security “ get rid of
arbitrary termination, now that was 5 years agerdls a better sense of
assurance now, but it could happen to any of efatés a disagreement with a
visitor to the ITU)...He could have been anyone, boould have been out of

this country.”

L2 (Il)

In the group sessions, fear of dismissal or repfigaactions taken at work did not arise
as a factor in how participants viewed leadershtseveral points it was
acknowledged that they felt no malice emanatinghfleadership (see section 4.4.2).
Leadership within groups was seen as largely suppand internal, frustration arose

when discussing leadership beyond the group level.

4.7.2 Without Working Groups

In discussing perceptions of how groups vieweddestdp outside of the working
groups L2 acknowledged the political environmeaat thl discussed. His perception

was that teachers would not have wished to engatpe éevel of political action
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described, but that it did affect them. Gauging:pptions of consistency the following

emerged:

“That one's a no-brainer. | mean that one's gairggttrue, and it's going to be
up there very high (positive), because | know hbevgtaff feel about it, that

one's easy. | thought this was going to be hard.”

L2 (13)

And:

“... ‘my goals’. God, | simply don't know the extaiotwhich the staff has
bought into the mission. | mean that was the pwmdthe project was to
change the direction so that the staff had moreatipwas more in line with
the objectives of the students. But the extenthalvthis has happened | don't
know. I think that's true. There's no inconsisteincghat, that hasn't changed.
I'm going to go with stronger on this. | don't thithat has changed and | think
they would perceive consistency in that.”

L1 (9)

That he believed teachers saw no inconsistencigsssion prompted the researcher to

ask where he thought inconsistency might have pessent:

“Well we want students to leave here as qualifietiyelevel technicians and

operators. We want them to be qualified. But th&atwyou see happening is we
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promote - we have this policy that says we willditionally promote a student
who's failed one course. Now there is an infornadiicy decision there taken in
order to meet some political objective. Which stafifiot concerned about,
they’re not interested in the political side ofstthey're looking at it from what
we want to accomplish. So they would see some sistancy there. That
would be the obvious one to me that jumps out. Wevghat we want to
graduate qualified people but then we have thigpobut overall | would say
that that is less true now.”

L2 (13)

As to the goals of the ITU:

“I think they are at this one, very high. | thinkradeachers particularly in the
foundation program, want the students to improe# tBnglish, reading writing
etc. And | think the institute in the form of thenager and the operating

companies also want the students to read welinkttney're the same.”

L2 (9)

This is in tension with the perceptions of groupmbers who acknowledged that

improved skills were a clear goal. Their views agpressed frustration with both what
they saw as inconsistent application of pass eatddittle clarity as to the methodology
expected of them. In the previous section, L2 dtdtat independence in teaching was

paramount to his vision of the ITU. The lack ofasleommunication and consistent
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structures seemed to disallow what he viewed asygowering ideal and policy. The

guidelines expressed as valuable by participaetstgoresent (see section 4.4.2).

4.8 Synthesis of Findings

This thesis seeks to discover the perceptions oftacrete working groups as to the
presence or absence of communities of practiceadedrning organisation in the
institution they are situated. The aim of the resleds this discovery and the
presentation of the two frameworks in tandem agans of evaluating the emergent
dynamics and structures for their potential tontitsnally construct communities of

practice that reside within a functional learnimgamisation.

Throughout the study the primary themes emergespisations for organisational
alignment and clarity in goal, values, and proces$hese aspirations were expressed
both in discussions of ideal environments, andtfati®n at being largely lacking in the
current environment. Clarity in communication aagistency in policy additionally
emerged as themes the focus groups desired. lhpFowesses within groups were
presented by members as manifesting some aspeCtsRsf Elements of a learning
organisation as emergent in participants’ viewsenadrsent or dysfunctional as present

in the findings.

Consistent and clear goals that are aligned thraugtilaborative process which allows

investment on the part of the practitioner are seewital to both the existence of CoPs
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and the functioning of a learning organisation &ri990, Wenger, 1998, Huffman &

Hipp, 2003) (refer chapter 2).

A perceived lack of consistency of goals and thgeetations placed on participants as
to their pursuit is evidenced in discussions ohlresearch questions 1 and 2. The data
indicates feelings of frustration, mistrust of angational leadership and inertia
towards conserving practice within working groupgesults. The potential existence
of CoPs in this environment indicates they woulddmyert” (Richardson, 1995) and
their internal leadership submerged and hidden ftwarorganisation (refer page 24 of

this thesis).

Implications for a potential learning organisatema result of this are that lines of
communication are closed or truncated and leardé@wgloped within working groups
is inaccessible, thus rendering the organisatiordtd@nd blocked from benefit.
Blackman and Henderson’s (2005) caution that tcansition of knowledge and
learning to aid the functioning of the larger ongation is rendered impossible due to
existing worldviews of members (refer page 41 f thesis) is implicated here as the
current worldviews of groups members include agigexl apathy on the part of the
ITU towards their process and developed practicel¢aced in discussion of question

3).

The shared values that form a core element of Gots and learning organisations are

not evident in the data. Perceptions evidencedsicudsion of question 1 indicate that
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working groups have a limited but significant leeékshared value within their groups.
That there is no “value consensus” (Busher, 20@8¢( page 52 of this thesis) between
those of the groups and the organisation is evelntthe findings. Without a base of
values which are consistent and mutually constduttie formation of a functional
learning organisation is difficult. In chapter fimeeans of ameliorating this will be

discussed.

The “institutionalised experienced” (Blackman & Hienson, 2005) (refer page 47 of
this thesis) and the shared history and artefdqisaatice (Wenger, 1998) (refer page
14 of this thesis) are evident within the workimgugps, but manifest in a manner that
excludes participation and access by the orgaaisafihe fault line drawn by the
shared experience and function of the working gsdopplies that they are operating as
“small” cultures (Holliday, 1999) (refer page 59tbfs thesis) in tension with the larger

culture in which they work.

The working groups evidence a shared practice ewald of participation (discussed in
answer to question 1) that imply the core of a Qeker chapter 2; sections 2.2.1 and
2.2.2). However, in line with Bate & Robert (200&yels of participation emerged as
uneven implying that self-selection as membersgroap that actively pursues
learning and practice development was occurrinigigage 25 of this thesis). That
there was a domain of knowledge (Wenger, 1998;eMdorf et al., 2006: 304; 300)
around which groups could coalesce was evidenceddtion 4.2.1. This knowledge
was limited to the goals of the group and did naéed in a consistent enough manner
to be useful at the organisational level. Viewshaf participants regarding the low level

of consistency with which the organisation preseittegoals and values meant that a
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domain of knowledge that extended into the orgaisisal sphere was indefinable

(refer section 4.2.1).

The access to decision making power and distribudfdeadership (see section 2.2.3.3
of chapter two) that are vital to both the CoP tredlearning organisation were
evidenced as severely limited and confined to gipmagtice (see section 4.4.1 and
4.4.2). In this study, devolved leadership was envad as confined to practice within
groups (refer sections 4.4.1 and 4.4.2). Acceg®teer and decision making
opportunities above that level were limited by eklaf the clarity in vision and goal
that would allow participants an inroad into orgational process. Access was further
limited by a political function that filtered down working groups as arbitrary

decisions and inconsistent policy (refer sectighMdand 4.4.2).

The narrative as a whole presents an environmeshich working groups have
internal freedoms and collegial, collaborative gsses that carry the potential for the
intentional construction of CoPs. The limitatiomstbeir growth stem from perceptions
of apathetic leadership and a disengagement frempuhsuit of clear goals. The
potential for the development of a learning orgatits emerges as more problematic.
Issues of agency and perceptions of arbitrary adecimaking make the creation of
clear and unblocked communication difficult. Theaslarticulation of vision, policy
and willingness to integrate learning producedrigral groups is currently not shown

as present.
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A note on the proceeding section:

The proceeding section (4.8.1) presents a modelrfderstanding and discussing the
marriage of the CoP and Learning Organisation nsoakich form the basis of this
research. In the centre of this model are four bpaee representing the individual and
three representing possible existing CoPs. A faimted arrow amongst these boxes
represents communication and porous boundariesebat@oPs and their individual
members. The right hand side of the model repredbetumbrella of the overarching
organisation. The left hand side of the model dsplree conceptual domains:
Structured Freedom, Flow and Alignment, small imé¢@arrows represent the
interaction between them. These are discussedpithh de the proceeding sections and
represent the blended elements of the CoP and inga@rganisation models. Two
large arrows connect the organisation and these tthomains and represent both the
communication and interaction between their functad the larger organisational
function and act as a graphic means of contairtiegrtdividuals and CoPs within this

interaction.
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4.8.1 A Model for Understanding: Relationships of mdividual, CoP, and

Organisation
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Figure 4.1

Figure 4.1 represents a model of relationships éetwndividuals, the working groups

to which they belong, other working groups, andviwle organisation. The marriage
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between models of CoPs and learning organisatgdssiilled to three overarching
forces: Structured Freedom, Flow and Alignment. fitoelel relates to theories found
in both bodies of work. The findings of this stuthn be applied to the model for
examining the presence, absence and potentialdBs ¢hat work within, support, and

are supported by, a learning organisation.

Discussed separately below, but intimately relatfeelse three forces work in concert to
allow individuals and CoPs to develop practice aed@ knowledge which is accessible
to the organisation and in line with organisatiog@éls and expectations. Structured
freedom speaks to the nature of leadership reqtoradlow development. Flow relates
to the need for clear communication which is deratciand open. Alignment calls for
the pursuit of new knowledge that is in line withar and collaboratively developed

goals informed by clear and collaboratively heltles.

4.8.2 Structured Freedom

Structured freedom relates to the need for a lshigeand power structure that allows
individuals and CoPs latitude in decision makingareling specific practices and
processes that are clearly defined. The literatdieates that expectation and need as
articulated by the organisation to its constitugnoup and individual members must be
unambiguous (refer chapter 2). However, modelt KKLoPs and learning
organisations call for conceptual leadership whieeegeneration, application and

evaluation of new ideas and practices occur todwelged to the groups and
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individuals creating practice and thus knowledgetiemselves and ultimately the

organisation (refer chapter 2).

For CoPs, the balance between a leadership stewstich provides both boundaries
and allows access to aid in generative processatmigrefer chapter 2; section
2.2.3.3). The “power over” and “power with” disttiran made by Irwin & Farr is
central to this idea (2004: 360). When CoPs, aedrtividual relationships within
them, operate in concert (“power with”) with leasl@ip external to their group in terms
of collaboratively setting and recognising bounésiin a manner which both clearly
delineates organisational expectations and allawstlividual and group decision
making, new ideas and processes may be generaiteak¢hin line with expectations

and thus more accessible to the larger organisation

The integration and adaptation required to allovoayanisation to learn from its

internal practices becomes more possible in arremvient that allows practice
development that is transparent and in line widacbrganisational goals and
expectations (refer page 37 of this thesis). Thaisgparency, as opposed to a “hidden”
or “covert” (refer page 15 of this thesis) natufelevelopment, allows the possibility of
access to new learning and practice to adjacens @o& the organisation as whole. The
weakness of the learning organisation model iahifity to clearly articulate the
knowledge it seeks to pursue (refer page 16 ofthi@sis) is ameliorated when the CoP
model elements of group driven practice developraemincluded. The argument this
aspect of figure 4.1 illustrates is that structuregdom allows those engaged in

practice to identify what learning is necessary paue it within a context of clear
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expectations and goals on the part of the orgaarsathe drive to identify needed
learning should not be the purview of organisati¢e@dership only, but is to be found
in the relationship between clear organisationgleetation and needs identified on the

ground by CoPs.

In the findings of this study, this structured fleen appears dysfunctional.
Participants’ views on the goals of the organisati@re that they were at times
unclear. The lack of clarity was cited not in thignuate goal of graduating students, but
in the means and underlying philosophies of edanatquired to meet that goal. The
dissonance between L2’s expectation that teacheutdMieel a great degree of freedom
in their practice L1's views that his prompting walsat drove collaboration, and the
groups’ varying views on the lack of clarity in egbation and goal would indicate that
freedom is not structured in the way the model abzalls for. The teaching team
represented by groups 2 and 3 would seem moreraored by the structure of their
course than would the team represented in grotfowever, members of both groups
expressed, to varying degrees, frustration withtdeast recognition of the fact that
expectations of them as professionals and of ttegirto day practices were not clear.

Nor were the levels of ability to make decisionsacly delineated for them by the ITU.

The findings show two teams that exhibit levelsle¢ision making power and shared
expectations within that were structured by cogtsgcture and work practices that
could indicate the potential to create function@GwPs. However, these were developed
and exercised by the teams, almost in isolatidghedTU. The lack of clear roles in

conceptual leadership and the perceived lack dingiiess and enthusiasm for the ITU
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to access learning and share it across the org@amsaeans that the structured freedom
the model calls for is not present in a mannerwumatld allow organisational learning

to formally occur.

4.8.3 Flow

The term flow in the model refers to two areas ovement. Firstly; communication
within and between CoPs and between these anddheisation. Secondly; the
movement of ideas and practices across boundatesbn CoPs and the organisation.
The need for clear and unobstructed communicati@xectations, goals and process
is an element present in both CoP and learningnisgaon literature (refer chapter 2).
Implicit in both bodies of work is the need for aues where ideas and developed
practices can be shared, evaluated and adaptessdmandaries (refer chapter 2).
Communication may be impeded by multiple obstadteglings of disenfranchisement
by members of CoPs and perceptions of organisdtapaahy or malice by members
may constrain communications to the interiors esthgroups (refer chapter 2).
Equally, a lack of clarity in role, professionalpextation, values and goals carries the
potential to confuse both individuals, CoPs assuaitd organisational leadership as to

what should be communicated and by what means.

In the findings of this study there was substargiatlence that on an individual level,
members of the working groups shared ideas witiergroups and were comfortable

with both the avenues of communication open to thaohtheir expectations that their
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ideas would be received in a professionally codemianner (refer sections 4.2.2-3).
Evidence from the two leaders indicated that thas wxpected and both leaders
indicated that they thought this happened at aymioee level. In terms of
communication facilitating organisational learnitiggre was little evidence that this
occurred and was productive. Several participantee working groups described
feelings of apathy on the part of the organisatiuiditionally, there was a perceived
lack of ability; opportunity and purpose in the shg of ideas and communicating of
values between CoPs both within the departmergah#le was drawn from and other

departments of the ITU (refer sections 4.2.3-4.3.3)

In the absence of a perceived organisational ddsateieachers communicate ideas and
information across organisational boundaries arg#rceived lack of opportunities to
do so, development of work practices and the priocluof knowledge was
characterised by participants as staying withiir twerking teams (refer sections 4.2.2
and 4.3.3 of this chapter). For the integration addptation required for a learning
organisation to function (refer chapter 2, sec2dhl) to occur, this practice and
knowledge is fundamental. The evidence presertarihdings that would indicate this
sharing is scant, confined to one professional ldgweent event (refer page 145 of this
thesis), informal conversations had in a smokireggrefer page 141-2) and a meeting
in which participant G3-3 unsuccessfully attemgtedhare work with another
department (refer pages 143-4 of this thesis).dita held no other examples of

practice being communicated across organisatiamahdbaries.
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Flow also refers to the means whereby goals, vahresidentities can be
collaboratively developed across boundaries. Inidiais within CoPs may find
opportunities to develop these within their workgrgups. Organisational expectation
may be present in documents or edicts. Howevergdhaboratively held visions of
goals, values and identities called for in both sle@f CoPs and learning organisations
(refer chapter 2) occurs in the interplay betwewhvidual, group, and organisational
processes. If shared values and identities aeatbtio collaborative pursuit of shared
goals, the flow of communications as to the natum@ meaning of these must cross
boundaries and occur in an environment where ideasalued and negotiation is

possible (refer chapter 2).

4.8.4 Alignment

In figure 4.1 alignment lies at the heart of a madevhich a structured freedom in
conceptual leadership and a clear flow of commuitnaand ideas leads to an
organisation comprised of functional CoPs thatfacditated to share their learning and
where that learning is valued and utilised wherngrapriate by the organisation across
internal boundaries. Alignment is the fulcrum onieththe balance between individual
and group learning and organisational capacityadtdifate and access that learning is

struck.

In the findings there was little evidence that goaére aligned, nor were the processes

and expectations that would allow this cited as@néto any significant extent. Within
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the working groups, discrete goals in terms ofweging courses seemed to be shared
(refer section 4.2.1). There was evidence thatgsbnalism and collegiality were
values that were shared and openly discussed geftions 4.2-3). That alignment, or
the means to develop it, existed between workioggs, or between groups and the
larger ITU was noted as not present. The refereimcée previous section to incidents
of sharing across boundaries show minimal oppadstdar discussion of an

organisationally held set of values, goals andtites.

Opportunities for alignment to be explicitly dissesl made by the ITU would require
support in terms of the ITU’s expectations andhie processes by which alignment of
shared values, goals and identities can be aratiddiscussion in chapter 2 pointed to
the “confusion” felt by members of a staff givemé but no guidance to create new
structures for learning and sharing learnifigesin & Starr, 2011: 39This is one area
where the forces of structured freedom and flothexmodel above join to create the
capacity for alignment. Clear communication of nead expectation on the part of the
ITU combined with a structured and clearly boundiolwance for freedom in decision
making would have to be supported by a facilitapvecess that helped teachers and

leaders comprehend the project at hand and padtemtans for pursuing it.

4.9 Summary

The model in figure 4.1 brings together elementsath models of CoPs and learning

organisations in a manner that establishes intimgdéionships between the processes
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of the organisation and those of its internal CdfPalso represents an argument that
neither model alone is sufficient to achieve orgational learning that genuinely
values and supports those responsible for credtmtgarning. The contributions of
CoPs are limited by the boundaries around them lifdrature contains models
whereby groups of CoPs may complement and commignigiéh one another
(Huffman & Hipp, 2003Saint-Onge & Wallace, 200Barton & Tusting, 2005), but there
is little in CoP literature explicitly discussiniget use of group learning by the larger

organisation in a formal manner.

Models of learning organisations discuss the corifyi¢hat lies in the relationship
between individual and organisational learninggresection 2.3). What the models
seem to lack is a balanced approach to facilitedimg) accessing individual learning.
Emphasis is placed more firmly on individual leagn(Senge, 1990) than on that

learning which occurs in groups pursuing a shaasi.t

Approaching the development of organisational legymvhich balances the needs and
processes of the organisation with those of theggavithin creating new learning and
practice requires a model which combines the snbatdodies of work discussing the
two sides of the equation. The model presentedeabod the application of a
combined framework to the research site is an gitéonshow how this balance might

be pursued.
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Chapter Five: Conclusion

5.1 Purpose and Structure of Chapter

The purpose of this Chapter is to present a sumwpfahe study, the findings and its
significance and limitations. The Chapter conclugébh recommendations for future
research and reflections. Section 5.2 providesed bverview of the study. Section 5.3
presents a review and summary of finding organisecksearch questions. Sections 5.4
and 5.5 present the significance and limitatiothefstudy respectively. Reflections on

what I think | have learnt from this project corduthe Chapter in section 5.6.

5.2  Overview of the Study

The purpose of this study as discussed in Chaptexslto discover and analyse the
perceived presence or absence of CoPs and a lgamganisation by teaching groups
at the Industrial Training Unit where the study wasformed. A full discussion of the
context of this study is found in Chapter 1. Theeeeptions form a basis around
which recommendations in this Chapter can be foated for the potential combined

construction of these two models within the ITU.

Four research questions were devised to achiesgthay are listed in Chapters 1 and 3
and are used to organise a summary of findingsabélbe rationale behind this study

stemmed from an interest in organisational chahgerecognised the discrete
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operations and contributions of working groups witlin organisation. In order to

make the study possible in terms of both time saatkaccess the scope was limited to
teachers, a representative of middle managementfesehior management. Focus was
placed on teachers’ perceptions as individualsssnmiembers of working groups.
Managers were asked to discuss their perceptionswfthe teachers view their place
as members of working groups, within the largemargation and their relationships to

power and influence structures within the ITU.

To approach institutional improvement through titemtional construction of
collaborative, communication and decision makimgcttires that benefit from learning
and practice developed by working groups, a fundaat@remise within this study is
that an understanding of the lie of the land mesgained. The rationale is that a deeper
comprehension of the collaborative dynamics, retedhips, values, and orientation
toward leadership allows change to be conceivedraptémented in manner which
leverages strengths; supports new practice wher@egeand ameliorates suspicion

through the alignment of goals and values.

Chapter 2 presents the broad span of literaturesoding the two frameworks of the
CoP and the learning organisation. A synthesisisfliterature formed a framework
through which an interrogation of data was perfatniénis was an interpretive study of
data representing the perceptions of participdrasdemerged to encompass their
feelings as members of working groups, memberslafger organisation, values they
held as professionals and their relationshipsrtecgires of power and influence
surrounding them. Chapter 4 presents these findindghey are reviewed in the

following section.
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5.3 Review of Findings

5.3.1 What elements of models of Communities of Practicare perceived as

present / absent by the participants?

Findings in answer to this question were preseaseeimerging themes connected to the
literature. The shared practice and domain of kedg# that form the core around
which CoPs are able to form (Mittendorf et al., BD0) emerged as present within the
working groups, bounded strongly by the naturénefdourses participants were
involved with and the limitations imposed by thgpdegmental and organisational
structures around them. A shared practice was peetkethrough statements describing
members of the working groups in regular discussidooth specific teaching issues
and questions of approach to course (refer sedtidd). The nature of this shared
practice was different enough between the two @surspresented that its place as an
element of a CoP in each group varied. One grosprideed a curricular environment
that was substantially more structured than therothhe effect on shared practice here
was discussed in terms of scope of freedom to rpallagogical choices, which in turn
affects the tenor and type of sharing of prac#tgeadditional finding was that the

active sharing of practice varied significantlyyweéen members of the groups, this is

addressed further in discussion of participatiot emilaboration below.

That the groups operated within a discrete dombBkmowledge was additionally
evident (refer section 4.2.1). This domain was hiegnfor each by the content and
curriculum of the course taught and the expectatwithin the groups as how the

course was to be delivered. The shared values @aild gs discussed in section 4.2.4
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and 4.3.1, affect this domain of knowledge in thatly inform to an extent the character

of the knowledge required to deliver courses aam

Issues of collaboration, participation and memberatere discussed in section 4.2.2.
Within the groups there was significant evidenceafaboration evidenced through
statement of frequency and character of interacpmcifically targeted to teaching
practice and course development (refer sectio)}.&gain however this varied
amongst participants and the main interpretatiotinigfwas based around self-selection
(Bate & Robert 2002: 653) where individual memhmrssued collaboration through
personal choice and in pursuit of specific intese$here was evidence that some
members felt more comfortable with higher levelssofation and independence than
others (refer section 4.4.1). All participants shewdence of identifying themselves as
members of their working group and participatingioup practice and development to

varying degrees.

Evidence of shared identity and values within trugs was more uneven. Members
did identify themselves as such, and showed shpitsat professional identity aligned
with other members of their groups was present,dvewthis presence was uneven and
highly dependent on their perceptions of need ngagement and participation (refer
section 4.2.4). Shared values emerged as centrediyroa two elements, the shared
practice and its pursuit and the groups’ relatigosko the ITU at large. Discussed
below, feelings that an apathetic and arbitrary grostructure beyond them informed
their values as regards membership within the 1$d avhole and the need to protect

what they viewed as their own practice.
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5.3.2 What elements of models of learning organisationsr@a perceived as present

/absent by the participants?

Findings for the second question emerged largelyrat issues of organisational
values, vision and goals and facilitation. Evideimtegration of knowledge and

organisational adaptation as a result of integnatras sought but was not found.

Evidence of aligned and shared values at an orgamisl level indicated that there
were few and those that were expressed were dyginat A major theme in the
discussions was the value of education. Particgpacitnowledged that the ITU saw
itself as providing education but there was dissgran the definition, expectations

and pursuit of education (refer section 4.3.1)Migial perceptions varied slightly, but
there was significant agreement that the ITU helear goal of graduating students able
to perform as needed by the parent company. Vaoegoals that addressed how this
was to be accomplished and the definitions of ugohgy assumptions were viewed as
extremely unclear and inconsistent by participahite lack of clarity emerged a source
of frustration for participants. For some this fraion emerged as anger and a desire to
pursue solutions, for others the evidence indicttasthey felt frustration but were
resigned to the context being unchangeable. Faothalle were diminished feelings of
agency in terms of their ability to build alignedads and values at an organisation wide

level as compared to their powers to do this withgir groups.

Evidence of the integration of, and adaptationrtternal learning by the ITU that is
central to the construction of a learning orgamsafTomlinson, 2004; Blackman &

Henderson, 2005: 185; 42) (refer section 2.5.hpisfound in the data. The
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interpretation of the data concludes that reasonthfs include a perceived disinterest
in the learning of working groups and severely aaclines of communication that
disallow the engagement between departments thaltlvatlow processes for these to
be constructed. The main theme here merged aspperte that there was little
attention paid to the department the participantg’ked in and when there was, it

manifested as unclear and contradictory messagks gection 4.3.2).

5.3.3 Where do participants place themselves in a structe of power and

influence within and without the working team theyare members of?

Question 3 sought to discover how participants e@he internal structures of power
and influence within and without their working gpsu Within the working groups

there was evidence that participants had relevatniirbited decision making power and
independence in teaching practice (refer sectidril.Participants expressed a
willingness, and to varying degree, desire, to haeg practice observed and discussed
by peers and middle managers. The implication Wasthey saw this as useful and not
threatening. Comfort levels in their trust and iptio share ideas and practices were
high, indicating that power within the groups was coercive or authoritative.
Statements indicating recognition of peers’ skilhel competence indicated that
participants were willing to exercise, and recogn@ower in decision making amongst
themselves as regarded their teaching practices.ethoes Andrews and Crowther’s
(2002) notion of “parallel leadership” (p. 155) wlalignment of pedagogical practice
to good practice identified collaboratively withatdership occurs. However, the middle
manager represents the highest level of managethmtgroup members engage with

in exploring practice.
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The perceptions evidenced surrounding participgié&£ement in relationship to
leadership and power outside of their working ggemerged in themes of apathy,
distrust and feelings of disengagement. Particganttted their feelings that malice or
authoritative dictates were not part of their pptimns (refer section 4.4.2). Rather,
there was a sense that above the middle-managethmre was apathy and
disengagement on the part of ITU leadership. Tpéthey was expressed as tempered
by uneven application of learning standards and paes and unclear communication
both in goal and expectation. This combination s&ean to engender feelings of
mistrust of leadership, not of motive, but of catency in its approach to participants

as employees and as teachers.

5.3.4 Where would senior and middle managers beliewstaff members would
place themselves in a structure of power and inflence within and without

the working team they are members of?

Question 4 sought the views of two leaders reggrbdow they envisioned the
perceptions of working group members in answelgstjon three. In regards to power
and leadership within the groups (refer sectiobsldand 4.5.3) both leaders suggested
that group members had expansive powers to maksiales regarding the internal
practices of the groups. The middle manager ackenydd the limitations placed on
this by the curricular structures of the courseddifionally he acknowledged a role in
his ability to prompt collaborative interaction atighamics that would result in

participants’ exercising of this power.
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The senior leader was emphatic that independenteadahing practice was of
paramount importance to his vision and that thegsainderstood and felt this.
Evidence of how he perceived group members as wgitollaboratively to make
decisions and define their practice indicated tiggperceived both the loss of
leadership attention and focussed goal that cartretiwe conclusion of a change
process and the inherent competition he feels pt@séeaching profession posed
limitations on collaboration. His perceptions ahdge evidenced by group members

were aligned as to the former but not on the latter

In sections 4.5.2 and 4.5.4 the relationship tddahger organisation was discussed.
Both leaders acknowledged that political dynamiesent in the parent company’s
relationship to the ITU had potential to affectigpanembers’ feelings of trust and
clarity in the organisational leadership. That grooembers understood that this was
unavoidable was a sentiment they ascribed to [gaattits. The senior leader
acknowledged that understanding the reasons forteweay not ameliorate the

negative feelings they engender.

A tension emerged between leaders’ perceptionsalfalignment and that expressed
by group members. Both leaders evidenced beli¢fultienate goals were clear and
understood by all, and they expressed faith irvdtacles with which these goals were
articulated; performance standards, pass rategjranidiation requirements. The senior
leader acknowledged not that there was a lackaoitglin goal causing frustration, but

drew attention to the lack of focussed and disaqgetds that were present during the
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previous change process as being a source fondsedf unclear direction and

unaligned goals within the working groups.

5.3.5 Implications for Change

In planning for and implementing a change procesliterature is clear on the
importance of an understanding of context (Dimm&dk/alker, 2004; Hayes et al.,
2004; Heaney, 2004; Schmoker, 2004; Chapman & 8{&€04). Awareness of the
needs and variation of internal dynamics of anvialdial context are necessary
elements institutions wishing to implement changestarm itself with (Heaney, 2004).
The intentional construction of structures reliantcollaboration, participation and
professional investment such as the CoP and theihgaorganisation requires an
understanding of the placement of decision makmgey, the nature of extant
collaborative dynamics and the manner in whichtexgschannels of communication

allow facilitate or block collaboration.

The participants of this study are shown to manhieiaborative practices. Within the
groups there is a level of value and goal alignmalbeit limited. Leadership exhibited
an understanding of the issues and boundariesehetiers may feel and articulated
reason for these. Within the ITU, the study’s fimgh support a view that there is
energy and expertise that would allow the pursiuihore highly developed structures

of group learning, practice development and crasstutional collaboration.
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The framework used in this study to examine peroaptrevealed detailed and
substantive data on the beliefs of teachers anddhentation to both their working
groups and the larger organisation. As discussseddtion 2.4.1 attempts on the part of
leadership to build change without knowledge otthendangers the project. This
study has shown that a framework which accountbddn the internal dynamics of
working groups and the need for clarity and comroation at the organisational level
reveals perceptions targeted to the elements that be understood. Further
development of the framework and its applicatioalt@reas of the ITU would unearth
the narratives required to understand, plan fonghaor enhance existing structures of
group and organisational learning. Developing nfapshange is difficult. Leadership

wishing to map change need the guidance that aerstahding of context provides.

5.4  Limitations of the Study

The study has specific limitations. It is not desid to reveal data and conclusions that
are transferable. The conclusions of this studyspeeific to the ITU in question. Other
environments may benefit from the application & ttamework, however the structure
of the exercises and focusing of discussions ceaitgl as targeted data would vary
from one context to another. For example, the reciesinge in curriculum and
programme structure was shown to have an effett@expectations of participants. In
an environment where no such project had takerepthese effects would not be

evident, or if so, the history and reasons behednt would be different.
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Another limitation of the study lies in its scope.order to fully draw the narrative of
the organisation that would reveal all the elemaetsded to map change of the kind

discussed here, all areas of the ITU would nedzbteepresented in the sample.

Access presents a final limitation. The particigamére current and former colleagues.
All approached agreed to participate in the stsdyne explicitly cited their

relationship with me as a reason for agreeing. €esddp was clear in their restrictions
(refer Chapter 1) in terms of identifying partianps.and the institution. An outside
researcher would likely have experienced significhfficulty in gaining access. The
candour and willingness shown to discuss sengisuges may also have been

diminished.

5.5  The Significance of the Study and Recommendatis for Future Research

The significance of this study and its contributtorknowledge lies in the combined
framework of the two bodies of literature and thedel shown in figure 4.1. Section
4.8.1 in the previous chapter discusses this sggmé€e. This study argues for and
demonstrates an approach to diagnosing organisafiomction and learning that
balance the organisation as a whole with the ialegroups of individuals creating
learning. As discussed above, searching for Caktseadr looking to define the
requirements of the organisation to access intéeaahing alone does not address the

whole landscape. The danger of focusing on onemideanother is that vital elements
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that either require development or are able tdifam the project are missed or

misrepresented through the lens of an unbalanceadag

The findings of this study raise a number of addl questions and avenues of
research. To construct a fully informed change foaghe ITU, all departments and
levels of the organisation would need to be corgulBtatements for discussion during
the g-sort focus group exercises may require aljeio better target the required topics.
For example the technical programme was undergbimghange in curricula and
delivery that the foundation programme had completethe time of this research. A
basic programme had been created to serve incostudgnts not able to pass entrance
requirements. These parts of the organisation partliscrete functions and were

undergoing fundamental curricular change and indiévelopment respectively.

An additional question that would be interestingptwsue would be to more discretely
target specific characteristics teachers expeftmdioin a satisfactorily communicative
leadership. This could provide valuable evidencdle construction of a functionally
collaborative environment. Findings evidenced vialeaata on how teachers perceived
the communications around them. A separate quetgtigeted specifically at the nature

of communication they would desire would now befulsi® ask.

Finally, the application of the framework to otlv@ntexts such as a government run
school environment or corporate-owned institutiothva substantively different
training remit would provide a document to whick #fficacy of the approach as

applied in this study could be compared. The paeéimtsight gained in examining the
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data from another environment could illuminate uhdeg causes for some of the

dynamics discussed in this study.

5.6 Reflections

Despite the advantages of access and contextuatstadding; my position as an
insider researcher was of great concern to me whegan this process. Foremost
among these concerns was if participants wouldkspaadidly with one another in my
presence. Having moved from teaching into a pasiti@t was centred on handling
data (see Chapter 1) | was no longer a part otlomevorking groups. This had the
advantage of allowing me to look with fresh eyethatwork they were doing, but |
feared that they would view me as no longer ‘onthefn’ and as such unable to
understand their concerns. As the focus group@esgirogressed it became evident
that my fears were unfounded and the potentiaihgiti®e topics were discussed in

detail without need for intervention on my part.

Interrogating the data was also a source of contieerdanger of subjectivity inherent
in an interpretive style caused me to continuadly myself ‘am | tellingheir stories?’.
As | began the process of reducing the data angbadng the transcripts of different
participant groups | posed competing and contnatigrpretations to those that were
emerging. The process was fascinating and allowetbngain a deeper insight that
illustrated complexity rather than sets of chanasties. A hidden strength of being an

insider researcher was that my efforts to countetapotential disadvantage created a
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process that was interesting to engage with amtatiély resulted in valuable

interpretations.

Having worked with and around these teachers aamttls | had respect for their
professionalism and willingness to engage with amether before beginning this
research. Through learning more about how theyeftkthie environment around them
and the challenges they saw from within and withowt respect for them has grown.
Their willingness to sit and discuss potentiallyndaing topics with and around me
was a privilege. Their candour and open questioafrige processes they work with

made completing this study possible.

Finally, in the time between the research beinglooted and the production of this
thesis | have moved country and changed profesSiilhin education, my role is now
centrally concerned with the quality and practioestaff in a residential school for
children with complex additional support needs.sl$tudy, and my experience of it,
has been of immense value to me. | believe theectgmd admiration | have for the
staff | work with at present in working with them teflect upon and improve their

work stems in part from my experience in pursuimg thesis.
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5.7 Conclusion

The results of this study evidence the presenceanyging extents, of several
fundamental aspects of the two frameworks. Thatelveere evidenced through a
process informed by the marriage of the two franmr&waids the process of defining
need for designing change. The absent or mininpaigent elements need not be
constructed at the expense of currently functiopiragluctive dynamics. Applying the
framework to the rest of the ITU would build a radive that encompassed all staff
groups and levels of leadership. This narrativeld/puovide invaluable insight into
how to begin the process of constructing commusibiepractice that resided within

and nourished a learning organisation.

The shared experience of discussing personal p@yoepn a manner which required
some negotiation as to the meaning of those peorepin and of itself begins the
process of aligning values and beliefs. The stigdgxgerienced by participants was
cited as being valuable, particularly to the wogkgroups. Several examples of new
collaborations and searching for alignment andtglarith the organisation were
related to me and were characterised as beingii oéparticipants’ participation in

this study.

Through the combined use of the two frameworkditit @nd interpret perceptions,
this study has shown that diagnosing for orgarosatichange can target varying levels

of organisational dynamic at once. The findingshig study show an educational
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institute that has some capacity to become oneetrsdtiates and refines its internal
learning for global benefit. Dynamics of producto@laborative processes have been
highlighted that could be nurtured for the growthntentional CoPs. Organisational
processes that both hinder organisational learaintgcontain potential for the
development of learning have emerged. In line Withmodel presented in figure 4.1,
the study has shown areas of the ITU that coulddveloped to more fully make
productive use of good practices occurring withorking groups and aid the
transmission of these practices and their undeglgiynamics to the rest of the

organisation.

The study has successfully shown that an appleaddwork combining the two
underlying models is capable of unearthing usefidrmation as to the dynamics of
shared learning and alignment of values and goisnaan organisation. Whilst the
results and discussions here are centred on tleestiady site in question, as discussed
above the models and instruments contained irthibiss are useful tools in a variety of
organisational contexts and represent a new wappfoaching organisational

diagnosis and examination.
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Appendix B: Sample Population

(all Male)
Years in Field Time in ITU prior
Participant 1D Educational Level
(prior to study) to study (months)

G1l-1 MA 22 22

G1-2 MA 9 37

G1-3 MA 18 22

G1l-4 MA 11 4

G2-1 MA 20 21

G2-2 MA 7 22

G2-3 MA 23 9

G214 MA 14 22

G2-5 MA 12 22

G3-1 MA 15 9

G3-2 MA 11 8

G3-3 MA 13 37

G3-4 MA 10 18

G3-5 MA 24 22

L1 MA 16 37

L2 MA 26 40
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Appendix C: Sample Participant Permission Letter (nstructor version)

Dear Colleague, (Instructor Form)

The research | have asked you to participate ihasit you to discuss your attitudes and
feelings about your work. This includes discusibgiour feelings about the institution and
your feelings about the nature of your work witluyoolleagues. The purpose of this research
is to diagnose the working teams you are membeasathe institute as Communities of
Practice and as part of a Learning OrganizatiorefBr a Community of Practice is a model for
thinking about and discussing a group of people wark together on a shared task (example;
the reading or writing teams). The Learning Orgatian is a model for discussing and thinking
about how an organization learns from the workofiembers and how that learning is used. |
will be discuss these two ideas further with yoiopio the discussion sessions.

You will be asked to participate in two focus graxercises. The first will be a guided
discussion with your colleagues of your attituded geelings about your work as it is. This will
be followed by a session in which you are askedigouss your work as you wish it would be,
or, the ideal. You may be asked to participatadividual interviews after the group sessions
in which I may ask you to clarify statements youdeéoth to check my own understanding
and to give you an opportunity to elaborate. Itriportant that you understand that part of this
research will involve you discussing with your ealjues feelings and attitudes and that some
disagreement is possible.

The focus groups will take place in a closed rodhey will also be recorded. In the final
reporting of the research you will be referredgavmrking in “teaching team a” or “b” and you
will not be named. You will be referred to as “fpeigant #". The institute will not be named

but referred to as a technical training instituseed and operated by the national oil company.

Your participation in this research is entirelywatary. The institute is not involved and will
not be given raw data in any form, although thalfthesis may be provided to the senior
academic advisor. This is private research | arfopaing in pursuit of a Doctorate of
Education Degree with the University of Leicestethe UK. If you agree to participate you
may choose to stop participating at any point @xghocess. In this event you may ask that any
previous statements made in focus groups or irerbie stricken from my records.

Yours Faithfully

Chris Mangham

| agree to participate in the above described ptoje Name:

Signature:

Date:
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Appendix D: Q-sort Placement Sheet

Instructions:
With your group, discuss the statements on thescard
Place the cards on the sheet in a space agregdtte group.

You may place the 15 cards anywhere on grid.

More true of my experience

Less true of my experience
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Appendix E: Q-sort placements

Appendix E1

Q-Sort Placement Group: 1 Session: 1 “as is’

More true of my experience

4 | regularly study things in my field to develop my practice

The goals of the school are clear and part of what | am asked to do

3 | regularly have casual conversations with people from other departments

Sharing ideas about our work happens often and is productive

2 | ask others in my department for their ideas about our work
Leadership helps me do my job better

| get ideas about my work from my assigned leaders

1 | am asked to share my ideas about my work
| am motivated by working with other teachers

| feel like the institute is consistent in what it wants to accomplish

mid
1 | am asked to share my ideas about my work
| am given independence in my teaching practice
My goals and the Institute’s goals for the students are the same
2 | regularly speak to people from other departments/courses about my work
3
4

Less true of my experience

Placed outside of Grid:

| feel my ideas and work are valued by the peopdersd me (Above grid See transcript)
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Appendix E2

Q-sort Placement Group: 2 Session: 1 “as is’

More true of my experience

4 | am motivated by working with other teachers

3 | get ideas about my work from my colleagues

| feel my ideas and work are values by the peoglarad me

2 | regularly study things in my field to developy ractice

| am asked to share my ideas about my work

1 | ask others in my department for their ideasu&lbar work

mid Leadership helps me do my job better (forceditamh)

1 Sharing ideas about our work happens often aptbductive

2 | regularly have casual conversations with petnole other departments

| am given independence in my teaching practice

3 | regularly speak to people from other departisieourses about my work

My goals and the Institute’s goals for the studamnésthe same

4 | feel like the institute is consistent in whiatvants to accomplish

The goals of the school are clear and part of what asked to do

Less true of my experience

Placed outside of Grid:

| get ideas about my work from my assigned leafBs transcript)
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Appendix E3

Q-sort Placement Group: 3 Session: 1 “as is’

More true of my experience

4 | feel my ideas and work are valued by the peoperad me
| get ideas about my work from my colleagues
I am given independence in my teaching practice
3 | am motivated by working with other teachers
2 | get ideas about my work from my assigned leaders
1 | ask others in my department for their ideas alooutwork
Sharing ideas about our work happens often antdugtive
mid
1
2 I regularly have casual conversations with peomefother departments
| am asked to share my ideas about my work
3 My goals and the Institute’s goals for the studemésthe same
| get ideas about my work from my colleagues
The goals of the school are clear and part of What asked to do
4 Leadership helps me do my job better (forced aatuliti

I regularly speak to people from other departmentgkses about my work

| feel like the institute is consistent in whatviaints to accomplish

Less true of my experience
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Appendix E4

Q-sort Placement Group: 1 Session: 2 “ideal’

More true of my experience

4 Sharing ideas about our work happens often antbdugtive
Leadership helps me do my job better
3 | am motivated by working with other teachers
| regularly study things in my field to develop msactice
2 | am asked to share my ideas about my work
| regularly speak to people from other departmentgkes about my work
| feel my ideas and work are valued by the peopderad me
1 | regularly have casual conversations with peofmfother departments
| am given independence in my teaching practice
My goals and the Institute’s goals for the studamnésthe same
| ask others in my department for their ideas alooutwork
mid
1 | get ideas about my work from my colleagues
| get ideas about my work from my assigned leaders
The goals of the school are clear and part of What asked to do
2 | feel like the institute is consistent in whawviants to accomplish
3
4

Less true of my experience
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Appendix E5

Q-sort Placement Group: 2 Session: 2 “ideal’

More true of my experience

4 | feel like the institute is consistent in whawiants to accomplish (Forced
Addition)
| get ideas about my work from my assigned leaders
Leadership helps me do my job better

3 | ask others in my department for their ideas alboutwork
| get ideas about my work from my colleagues
| regularly speak to people from other departmentgkes about my work (force
addition)
| am motivated by working with other teachers

2 | regularly have casual conversations with peofefother departments
| regularly study things in my field to develop msactice
The goals of the school are clear and part of what asked to do

1 | feel my ideas and work are valued by the peoperad me (forced addition)
Sharing ideas about our work happens often andauptive
| am asked to share my ideas about my work
My goals and the Institute’s goals for the studamésthe same
| am given independence in my teaching practice

mid

1

2

3

4

Less true of my experience
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Appendix E6

Q-sort Placement Group: 3 Session: 2 “ideal’

More true of my experience

4 | feel my ideas and work are valued by the peoperad me
Sharing ideas about our work happens often andauptive
Forced Additions:
| regularly study things in my field to develop psactice
My goals and the Institute’s goals for the studamnésthe same
Leadership helps me do my job better
| am asked to share my ideas about my work
The goals of the school are clear and part of what asked to do
3 | get ideas about my work from my colleagues
| feel like the institute is consistent in whawviants to accomplish
| ask others in my department for their ideas albowtwork
| get ideas about my work from my assigned leaders
| regularly speak to people from other departmentgikses about my work
2 | regularly have casual conversations with peofefother departments
1
mid | am given independence in my teaching practice
| am motivated by working with other teachers
1
2
3
4

Less true of my experience
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Appendix E7

Q-sort Placement Leadership 1

More true of my experience

4 | get ideas about my work from my assigned leader
The goals of the school are clear and part of what asked to do
3 | am motivated by working with other teachers
| get ideas about my work from my colleagues
2 | feel like the institute is consistent in whiadvaents to accomplish
| feel my ideas and work are valued by the peoperad me
| am given independence in my teaching practice
1 | ask others in my department for their ideasualoor work
| am asked to share my ideas about my work
Sharing ideas about our work happens often anbdugtive
| regularly have casual conversations with peofenfother departments
Leadership helps me do my job better (place to gid@e and described as
moveable but above midpoint)
mid
1
2
3
4 | regularly speak to people from other departisienurses about my work

Less true of my experience

Placed outside of grid: (see Transcript)

| regularly study things in my field to develop mpsactice

My goals and the Institute’s goals for the studemésthe same
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Appendix E8

Q-sort Placement Leadership 2

More true of my experience

4 The goals of the school are clear and part ot Whm asked to do
My goals and the Institute’s goals for the studemésthe same
3 | am given independence in my teaching practice
| am motivated by working with other teachers
2 Leadership helps me do my job better
| feel like the institute is consistent in whathnts to accomplish
| get ideas about my work from my assigned leaders
| regularly study things in my field to develop mpsactice (forced addition
1 | am asked to share my ideas about my work
| get ideas about my work from my colleagues
Sharing ideas about our work happens often antbdugtive
mid | feel my ideas and work are valued by the eeapound me (forced
addition)
1
2 | ask others in my department for their ideasualoor work
3
4 | regularly have casual conversations with pefiolen other departments

| regularly speak to people from other departmentgses about my work

Less true of my experience
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11

12

13

14

15
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Appendix F: Sample Focus Group Transcript Extract-‘as is’ session

Focus Group One. Session One: ‘As Is’Q-sort and Disission

September 19, 2008

Present:

Moderator (Mod)

G1-1 (Group 1 — Participant 1)

G1-2

G1-3

Gl-4

G1l-1

you want me to read them for example one at a ¢ingeA one B?

Mod

yes.

G1l-1

serialized right?

One - sharing ideas about our work happens oftdnsaproductive.

G1-2

could you repeat that?
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20

21

22

23

24

25

26

27

28

29

30

31

32

33

34

35

36

37

38

39

40

41

G1-1

sure. Sharing ideas about our work happens oftdnsaproductive.

G1-2

| would say we do that in (course hame). | domtvk about the other disciplines. But | would

say we do that in (course name) and it has beatuptive.

G1-3

yes in our team it happens...

G1-4

yes as G1-2 was implying | think it's an Inter-tetlning. Definitely catch up on what you know
other members of the team are doing and how thesses are going. Especially early in the

term like right now. And it helps, especially yondw to get some feedback on individuals.

G1-1:

actually you know this happens with the readingntespecially with those who teach the same
level. They're some sort of coordination. It doapgen but | don't know about writing. It
happens you know and it happens because it carahé¢le instructional staff on the reading

team to produce and coordinate better work. Letésthe second one. 1b.

Participant G1-2

sorry do we need to place this?

G1-1:

oh yes. Oh yes we need to place these one by one?

Mod

yes but you can move them later if you decide yaatvto put them in a new place.
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42

43

44

45

46

a7

48

49

50

51

52

53

54

55

56

57

58

59

60

61

G1-1

but here we are in conflict, how can we agree whemace the card?

Mod

well see if you can find a compromise in the stteran the page.

Gl-1

so where do you propose it goes?

here at the top?

G1-2:

nono, that's to be negotiated.

G1-1:

what do you think about it?

G1-4:

Uh, Yeah but maybe not right at the top may bestreond line.

G1-3

second or third...

G1-2

Yeahyeah.

Gl-4

| think we're generally in the right place.

G1-3
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62

63

64

65

66

67

68

69

70

71

72

73

74

75

76

77

78

79

80

81

would it go here or here?

G1-1

number four let's say?

G1-2

yeah that's fine. He did say we could move thdsr iAwe wanted to.

G1l-1

okay, one b. | regularly speak to people from otleggrartments or courses about my work.

(Repeated)

G1-3

okay, this is an individual question.

G1-1

what is meant by people here?

Mod

Ah. You should decide as a group what it meanstbgrqpeople. What do you think it means?

Gl-4

my first reaction is colleagues but | see your pdtellow teachers, | mean by colleagues.

G1-3

so fellow teachers in the same organization ohénsiame team.

Mod

it does say different departments.
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G1-1

it's not specific here.

G1-3

yeah.

G1-2

well, if you're talking about technical then | wdiday no. But | don't consider another skill area
(within foundation) another department necessa8tyif you want to interpret this as talking to

technical colleagues, certainly not.

G1l-1

no I'm talking about foundation. He did not sayestimstructors he said other people.

Mod

but what G1-2 is saying is that for technical instors for him the answer is no what would

that be for you?

G1-3

you mean the organization in general.

Mod

okay so what would that be for you.

G1-3

this means actually that is a lack of communicatiothe organization in general.

G1l-1

Yeah yeahyeah exactly.
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G1-3

within the whole organization | mean the technteaims and the foundation teams they don't

talk.

Mod

OK So you do feel that...

G1-3

yes there's a problem.

G1-3

this rarely happens. This is the poorest areaeobthanization.

G1-1

if it is its very poor. Okay shall we place it hgmes. Now let's move on. One C- | regularly

have casual conversations with people from othpadments.
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Appendix G: Sample Focus Group Transcript Extract-‘ideal’ session

Focus Group One Session Two: ‘Ideal’Q-sort and distssion

October 7, 2008

Present:

Moderator (Mod)

G1-1

G1-2

G1-3

Gl-4

Gl-4

sharing ideasabout our work happens often andidugtive.

Mod

so in your ideal work environment how true wouldtthe?

G1-2

for me very true.

G1-3

yes itis true.

G1-1
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34
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38

39

oh yes very true. We often exchange ideas about w#are going to do.

are a partner with somebody doing the same level.

Mod

and that's what you would like to have happen.

G1l-1

Yeah this is very very practical.

G1-3

let's put it number one. At the top.

G1-4

| feel my ideas and work are valued by the peoperad me.

G1-2

yes.

G1-1

yes we do.

Mod

so in your ideal work environment you would liketh

G1l-1

Especially when you

you see, when you work hard and you see some afogligagues or someone from higher up

complimenting you on your efforts it brings up yonorale.

Mod
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would you all agree with that?

G1-4

I am motivated by working with other teachers tadgaa goal.

Mod

(Long pause) is this a harder one?

G1l-1

No it's a bit general. Do you mean teachers ofratbbjects.

Mod

perhaps. But you're working towards a single goal.

G1-3

SO0 my team?

Mod

most likely. Basically are you happier knowing wiati need to do and working alone, or

working with other people to get that done.

Gl-1

now | understand. | feel happier when | am workinth a team towards achieving a certain set

of objectives or goals.

G1-4

but there is a paradox here | think as teacherarevésolated by the fact that we are in a

classroom situation and we have specific studeittsspecific needs. Therefore it is an ideal to
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chat and catch up with what other teachers aregdmih essentially it's very much down to the

individual teacher.

G1l-1

| appreciate what you are saying (G1-4) but yaalileng about the means of delivery. But |
don't think he means that. In the classroom yothtrigve differences among students. Here
for example if we are all working for the same teara set standards you see. We are for
example using the same novel or following the splap. But each teacher applies his own

method.

Mod

what is the paradox?

Gl-4

well the paradox is very much that the teacheiisrjdb, the nature of this profession is
isolated. In the sense that we are on our ownlyniosthe classroom and we are dealing with a
class we are dealing with individuals. We havitk at those individuals and deal with them
on our own. | can't run to my team leader everg fiinutes and say this happened to ban this
happened here. It's kind of a reflection on mghézg. Although theoretically it's nice to share
one sometimes feels that one's colleagues has lemouipeir plate. We have enough to do.
You know it's kind of like the pioneer spirit. Ytave enough to do you get on with it and no
news is good news. But within that paradigm ofrseuwe share, watercooler stuff, meetings.

Just touching base on an informal basis.

Mod

but does that touching base served to a farm dvatetyou at all? Would you be happier

just...

Gl-4
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No no. You know for example if the averages amy \@v and | mention it to someone and
they say oh yes I'm in the same boat then | fegittgenot just me. It seems to be a common
pattern because of Ramadan or some other reaswhydd know this way the team leaders get

informal feedback on how things are going.

G1-2

that's why | say yes and no. Yes we do speaknmdfly about things that are happening and
that's good things we can and cannot do and thikeyshat. And also unmotivated to get into
the classroom and do the best | can without nedbstanking of what other people are doing.

It is an individual effort as well as a collabovatieffort it's both.

G1-3

| think in the team the feedback we get from edblerois quite motivating and very helpful.
And it will encourage us to do more in the classanodt's a good reflection of what's happening

with the students and the other members of the.team

Gl-1

this reflects some sort of standardization of &n &or example, if we agreed together that we
are going to confiscate any mobile that we seer@avarking towards a specific goal. If Brian

takes it easy and | ate and tough then it's a enabl

Mod

Ah yes that is important. So that's consistency?

G1l-1

it is consistency.

Mod
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if your colleagues are inconsistent about pursthiag kind of goal that can be demotivating

yes?

G1l-1

it consolidates the spirit of the team. If a cergoal is met consistently.

Gl-4

yes | think it goes high on the page yes.

| feel like the institute is consistent and whaw#nts to accomplish.

Mod

how important is that kind of consistency?

G1-4

there has to be an ethos in any establishment wéwope that it's an education ethos. But not
everyone is on that wavelength. Without lookingther institutions, one places wavelength
might be a quota system we have to get a certaitbauof students through. Another
wavelength would be, are we developing the studdetbest way we can. Theoretically

singing from the same hymn sheet but not with #reesinstruments.

G1-1

this is very brought you see. We are only one depnt.

Mod

yes but you are affected if the rules or expeatatichanged dramatically somewhere else in the

institute no?

Gl-4
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127 vyes, if America gets a cold of the rest of the @aheezes. And maybe this is a microcosm of

128 that. A political decision somewhere will affect u

129 G1-2

130 what was the question?

131 G114
132 Repeat
133 G1-3

134 itis very sensitive.

135 Mod

136 you can't just talk about it in terms of how imgont that is for you as a teacher.

137 G1-2

138 if the goal is for the students to learn and ge¢@duncation then that's good. If that goal is not
139 consistent and that is a bad thing. If the paskisa86 and now it's 70 that's not consistent it's

140 a bad thing.

141 G1-1

142 it depends on the types of goals you mean.

143 G1-2
144  vyes.
145 G1-3

146 the enforcement of certain goals is very important.

147 G1-2
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absolutely.

G1-1

Yes

Mod

and that enforcement should be consistent?

G1-3

yes it should be. Because now the counsellors tereown strategy and the management has

their own strategy and the teachers have theirsivategy.

G1-4

it's a soccer referee mentality. If referees ndilferent calls in different games you see in five
or six weeks into the season the newspapers artdahes will start questioning how they are
doing their job. And if we apply that analogy tnsistency, someone will say yes within the
nature of the philosophy or custom where fine. @tescy is important, but one on one
sometimes you have to be flexible. Therefore tisemsistencies can start within the
classroom. And | know, because | am guilty in giitation. | can't say everybody you must

do this and then one person comes in and | say. okay

Mod

okay where would we put that?

G1l-1

it's important that the institute be consistent atit it wants to accomplish.

G1-3

but it is subtle. And there are some drawbacks.

233



170

171

172

173

174

175

176

177

178

179

180

181

182

183

184

185

186

187

188

189

190

G1-1

it all depends on the objectives which are cladifiere.

G1-4

so let's put it down one line.

my goals in the institute's goals for the studanésthe same- this is very important, but my

initial reaction is no, | have a different agendani the institution.

Mod

SO as a teacher it is not important that they la@esame?

G1-4

it is very important but the institute is involvedmore political things than | care to involve

myself in. Which goes beyond my brief as an edarcat

Mod

so your sphere is smaller and that's fine?

Gl-4

my brief is lesser than to get myself involved wery single aspect of the school. That's why

we have departments.

G1-1

they should be the same.

G1-2

but they're not.

G1l-1
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simply because we are the tools which are supposiethlement and carry out those goals.

G1-3

so we should agree with the goals of the management

Mod

so they should be the same but your responsikilirel the functions you perform to fulfil the

goals can be smaller than the big picture.

G1-1

yes that's what we've said.

G1-4

| regularly study things in the fields to develoy practice

Mod

how important is this to you as a professional?

G1-1

it is very important.

(Everyone says it's important)

Mod

Okay, now tell me why. Does it keep you motivatdd?t for advancement?

G1l-1

it keeps you updated of innovations in the field #re latest theories. Like Theses and

presentations at conferences, it keeps you updated.
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G1-4

or do you do it for a two day junkets to Cairo?

G1-3

it's important to improve your expertise in thddithat you're working in and keep yourself up-

to-date. For job security is important.

Mod

so that I'm clear on it, it's less a matter of wettion than wanting to be up to date and not get

passed over or out of date or fired.

G1l-1

but there is a psychological urge in every insoutd improve his performance. You know |
have always been a student I've been teachin@fge&rs and | have always been researching
my job. It's the nature and type of the job anthdnges all the time. Especially with

globalization of instructors

why do | feel I'm more focused this time than kisie? (Everyone laughs)

G1-3

it depends on the issues. | think this is very irtgoat.
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Appendix H: Sample Leadership Transcript Extract

Leadership Q-sort Activity

October 20, 2008

L2: Sr. Academic Advisor

L2:

can | organize them first? Can | categorize thermlggelf first? Before | put them on

the paper?

Mod:

if you like. So what the teachers will have dontaleen isn't talked about their
experience here at work. And then place the cardpaces that they would've agreed

on.

L2:

you're using the word true here whereas what ylonb@ was important.

Mod:

right, from your point of view what I'm asking y¢oi do is think about how the
teachers would've placed these questions. Wheth®tdhey believe these things

happen at the ATI and or how important they arénéon.

L2:

right okay how many of these are there?
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Mod:

15

L2:

(laughs) alright I like to conceptualize the taSkay, | feel like the institute is
consistent in what it wants to accomplish. So ®phint here is | need to determine the
extent to which the staff feels this is true. llfewy ideas and work are valued by the
people around me, around me, not the managemestoff is management, the
Institute. But this one says the people aroundsn€loes management create an
environment in which people can share ideas. Amth @dvmanagement doesn't - you

may have the kind of people who like to.

sharing ideas about our work happens often antbdugtive. The problem there is the

word often.

okay, | get ideas about my work from my assignediées. Team leaders, | would hope
that our system permits that. Sort of depends engm, And the team leader. Yes that

was harder.

| ask others in my department for ideas about aukwl bet that doesn't happen very

often.

| regularly study things in my field to develop mpsactice. This is hard because some
do and some don't. | can think of some peopleclie@ name) is doing this right now.
There are a number of people with B A's who arekimgron their... so it's hard to

generalize to the entire staff. | don't like thieady (laughs).

Mod:
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okay, well...

L2:

you're asking me to generalize these, so that mdaange to make a determination to

the extent to which this is true.

Mod:

or important to people.Which again requires getmeaabn.

L2:

yes, but this one here, | regularly study thingsame on, (teachers name) will never
study anything, and (teachers name) will not staraything. Now for me to make a
determination on is that 50% of the staff, more®ReBhat's tough. And in order to
determine where this would fit | would have a, going to have a hard time with this

one.

Mod:

okay.

L2:

some of these are easy, | feel like the institsitgnsistent... That one's a no-brainer. |
mean that one's going to be true, and it's goirgetap there very high, because | know

how the staff feels about it, that one's easy. Was going to be hard.

my goals in the institute schools whose studergree same.My goals. God, | simply
don't know the extent to which the staff has bougtat the mission. | mean that was

the purpose of the project was to change the dwesb that the staff had more support,
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was more in line with the objectives of the studeBut the extent to which this has

happened | don't know.

leadership helps me do my job better. This is mgéo | feel, | mean if | just look at

your syntax here. | think | want to classify thelsgerently.

| regularly speak to people from other departmabtsut my work. (Laughs) No! Not

true. Less true. That one's easy.

I've already got that one, | know we don't talleth other! Okay that one was easy,

thank you.

I'm asked to share my ideas about my work.

| regularly have casual conversations with peofefother departments. Casual,
unless you're talking about the bus. | don't tipekple even talk to each other on the

bus. | don't ride the bus. I'll put that one dovemehunfortunately.

I'm given independence in my teaching practicet De#ter be true.

Mod:

(laughs) Why is that?

L2:

well that was what the whole thing was about, wedtgoing to make teachers beyond
this page in this period. In fact, and | know I'eirig recorded, this whole issue of
lesson planning that's come to the floor of laon't know if the teachers are aware of
it yet. But there's this huge battle between (twpattment heads: one is L1) about
having the teachers submit lesson plans. (L1) wstsip my office the other day giving
you the latest update on it. (other department hwadts all the foundation teachers to
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submit daily or weekly lesson plans. (L1) beenliagtit and | finally said to(L1)
yesterday okay let's try different tactics for whg don't want to do this. And I'm trying
to get (L1) to do it, not me because if | get invaal directly then (other deparment
head) feels as if I'm interfering. So | said (LEpterday, management philosophy, those
are the two words you have to use with him. Managerphilosophy-and he's looking
at me really strange like. And | said look (L1)tjtell (other department head) that the
project was designed with the management philostipditythat we are not interfering
with what the teachers are doing in the classronless there's a problem. Then you
get involved. And | said it's a (teachers nameljasibn, students were complaining...
and you got involved. But otherwise, leave thenmald_et them teach. Now, do they
think that or not that's the question. That's thend question, | know what | want. I'm
going to say yes, God, this is the problem thotgh basic program instructors would
probably say no. And | would hope that the fourmtatnstructors say yes, | would
hope so. | would think they would. (L1) is not uive at all. Now we are talking about

the foundation program and not the technical pnogra

Mod:

that's right.

L2:

| didn't think about, | didn't conceptualize thiath going to take a shot at this thing
relatively true. So what I'm doing here is, the iolng ones are going and then I'm going
to fill this rest of it. The goals of the schookarlear and part of what I'm asked to do.

the goals...

Mod:
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so for example this one is more concerned witheg consistency in what people are
being asked to do whereas this one is asking ietha clear connection between what

people are being asked to do and those goals.

L2:

okay. | am motivated to working with other teach&ward a goal. You know I'm
having a hard time with this because it's a Igg@eralized. You know, when the task is
to look at how would teachers have placed thesa.nfay have done this with

individual teachers, and then you're going to arelyeir responses somehow. And
then try to come up with some generalizations abwperiod.. | assume you chose the

teachers at random. I'm not trying to figure outtwou're up to here | just...

Mod:

well, that | can tell you. The focus here is workgroups, some working specifically

with two teams. So individuals didn't do this greujid it as a conversation.

L2:

well then in all fairness you should tell me whs two teams are because I'm trying to
make judgments based on the entire staff. If | ktlosvtwo teams then | have a
different way of looking at this. But you'd bettemk about your study here. I'm doing
what managers normally do, (laughs) I'm tryingigmuife it all out, I'm not trying to
change your... But it's disconcerting to me tatdrgeneralize this, which is where | was
going initially when I know they're huge differesca@mong the staff. Depending on the

team and depending on the program.

Mod:
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rather than me telling you which teams I'm workwith, as you place them we can
discuss them and give you a chance to talk abeutahcerns you might have in

generalizing them. | would rather do that thanyell who | was working with.

L2:

okay. Do | have to fill in the entire page, eitlasrmany of these as there are cards?

MOD:

no there are more spaces than there are statements.

L2:

okay | looked at them all now so do | begin to fh&m on the board or?

MOD:

yes let's begin placing them but | want you to alésceach one as you're putting it on a

sheet.

L2:

what I'm going to his group than here in the middakt. What is the line for?

MOD:

it represents a midpoint between more and lessofrtiee experiences being discussed.
It's simply there to break the two halves, becdliseis a way of discussing these ideas
with you, the way you use the board is up to yoloag as you tell me why you're

making the choices you're making.

L2:
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is the sequencing of these important?

MOD:

do you mean the numbers on that slips? They'refgushe to organize.

L2:

no | mean is there a relationship between all es¢hstatements. If | put something here

and a connected statement below what do | havestdyj the connection?

MOD:

some of them are related yes. But treat each omis omvn and will discuss it. Our
discussion of this and your reasons is more impbttame than the individual

placement

L2:

okay, I'll put this one ranked as the most trutrigom the beginning. | am given
independence in my teaching practice. | have alpnolwith that if it applies to the

basic program because | think they're given vetig independence right now. But I'm
focusing on the foundation program. If | had tduimie everyone all of these statements
would end up in the middle of the page so I'll ;amtcate on the foundation program

and we can discuss that. And | would definitelycpl#his very high.

| feel like the institute is consistent in whatants to accomplish. Hmm. | have to be
careful here. Because it's not in my circle, yoawnthat the perception of the teachers
may be different. | kind of wonder how the teachetsrpret this, | know you can't tell
me. But what does this means the teacher. | fieelthie institute is consistent in what it

wants to accomplish. What does that mean to thegu@ds it means, | don't know, |
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mean if they think about in terms of the beginniighe semester they're told they're
going to get 50 students and then in the next sieme® the same semester, they're
told they're getting 75 students. If that's whatytbonsider consistency.... | wonder...
are they looking at this from an overall goal? Besgal don't think that's a problem, |
think teachers would realize that this Institutérysng to train young nationals to be

entry-level technicians and operators.
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Appendix I: Sample Individual Interview Extract

Follow-Up Interview

October 28, 2008

Moderator= Mod

Participant G1-4

Mod:

There were just a couple of things | thought | vaofa@llow up on. There were a lot of

interesting things. One of the things we were tajkabout was teaching independence, and you
had some interesting things to say about that.@dtieem was beyond curricular concerns we
might be constrained in our independence by custoaultural background. | was wondering,

if you can recall what kind of culture you wereaing to, school culture, the cultures of the
people represented and in terms of customs weréajking about customs of the school or
your group or that people brought in? If you'll esmber, the discussion centred around how we
are all independence to a certain extent in hovapgroach individual groups of students but
that everybody agreed that sort of beyond thaeth@re constraints put on you by curriculum
and guidance. And that these weren't necessardlythat these were probably good. And there
was some discussion about what kind of restraiet®wround you. But then you made this

particular comment, about culture being an aspkttiab.

G1-4:

| think there might be two levels to it. | thinkathin our particular culture here, that we are
aware of the religious and cultural differencesahhivould allow us to necessarily change our

approach slightly. | think that's at a general lesert of a macro level. On the micro level, in
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the individual classroom, perhaps you have to barawf who you are teaching, maybe the age
group. There might be some restrictions, are yaahieg female students, are you teaching
male students or are you teaching mixed gendesed&sThere might be some kind of rules
pertaining to your methods, but | think there'®alduilt, like, antennas, that suit your
experience as a teacher picks up. But perhapsamda this or that or say this and not say that.
And I think people like ourselves who have beethaGulf for several years we perhaps have
kind of pick that up already. Areas where we miglel more comfortable, areas where we

wouldn't go, for example, are classroom approach.

Mod:

So it's about classroom approach really?

G1-4:

So it's probably getting to a more general levaddification let's say. Back home in the UK
where you teaching mixed ability classes and yeaching mixed gender classes, and indeed
teaching mixed religion classes. You're teachimgnhéc children, and Christian children
teaching Hindi children. And you have to, your Iskilyou have to get to a balance between
respecting them and also not restricting yourgedfto what you're actually teaching them,

sometimes that can be a little bit of a dilemma.

| suppose what I'm really saying is how homogené®tise class? Perhaps the more
homogeneous than more rope you have, the moredigre you have. Where it's less
homogeneous, perhaps there's more control. Frowutiséde, the rules of the college, or your

own internal antenna tells you this is not a s#degto go.

Mod:

That's interesting, so what you're saying is that heterogenous classroom there's more you

have to keep in mind, whereas the homogenate estppses its own problems but also
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makes a couple of things may be a little bit easitatybe! If your antenna attuned, there are

sometimes people whose antenna are not very sensiti

G1-4:

Sure sure of course. And in my own example whérst &rrived here there was a little bit of an
understanding gap between me and the class | tomk Bhat's another area, you know because
teacher A has a style and they get used to thiat, siyd then suddenly teacher B comes in and
he has his own method, his own style, his own wéyund that at least at first problematic. It's

moved on from that now you know, I've gotten thé&sputhe beat of the place.

Mod:

Those first few weeks, taking over someone's ctagbeays hard isn't it? You are either
walking into a functional or dysfunctional enviroam, but either way they have a schema

attached to the teacher they've been working with.

G1-4:

Well that's right. And when you're walking into emsituation the only thing you can do is
take an objective approach. And you don't knowstineents so you take a holistic approach. |
want this and this and this, and | want to buy tmme. And sometimes the students are “hey
you know’- there's no signals better. Whereas avieeks later when you get to know the
individuals, what they're capable of, you know yaum give some people some more time. You
can chain into the 25 individuals in the classro@vhereas at first it is The Class. You're going

in there quite cold kind of in a way.

Mod:

yeah, yeah. Okay, I'm going to move on to a diffetepic, it's related sort of. There's a group
goal that is dictated by the curriculum and thersewand how you're all agreeing to teach it-

and then there's the individual classroom like eé&®en talking about. And you had some
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interesting things to say about how there's a daofgsolation maybe if you're leaning too far
over here for example, the individual classroom. dégstion to you is a very specific one. The
team that you're working with, how functional ofeetive are you as a group of people of
striking that balance with each other and with ydasses? Being able to communicate to each
other your pursuit of shared goals versus how yeuweaaling with your own individual classes.
You could in a team-based environment have a gituathere one team, either through very
strong personalities or the strong personalityhefteam leader have a situation where a lot of
things are dictated. Or you could have anotheasidn where a teammate or simply says here's
the curriculum here are the numbers we are lookinggo away. The group you are working

with, where are you on that continuum?

G1-4:

When | first came here, from April up to the sumrmelidays | had one (name of course) group
and one (name of course) group. So there was mggheénow, like, having two masters sort
of. One could find that there might have been ssk-faire approach in one and a more step-
by-step approach in the other. | don't think it aasmuch to do with individuals as one might
think. I rather suspect that subject A would haweerdemands on it, not just vis-a-vis the
course, but vis-a-vis the numbers, the input, yoavkthe deadline. Especially if it was on a
weekly basis. Whereas, on the other course thesenatathat demand, not that weekly demand.
It was more like there was a linguistic goal to treeery three or four weeks. So, so that
subject itself to a more laissez-faire approacheneds the other subject may have more pushed
the boat out in a way saying that, you know, weehawxo get through. Especially when you see
piles of stuff you have to get through, you knowemwbver quizzes and homework seemed to
be.... at first | was, you know, a little bit overbdened with it. In the sense that | couldn't really
put myself, how do | say it, put myself into it. e was too much to do, whereas on the other

side, it lent itself more to... you know and then aogrback into one subject after the holiday.
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In one sense it's more difficult, you know, becaluden't have that laissez-faire freedom. But
on the other hand it's easier because I'm dealitigtiae same lessons. And now | think I've

organised my time a little bit better. So it doeappear to be as demanding.

Mod:

What was the process of learning how to teach dliese, how did that go for you? Did you
have a formal orientation where you sit down alsdal explained to you step-by-step or you

are given a mass of work to do and you have togemple to talk to?

G1-4:

Well, | started with (name of colleague) and (harheolleague), you know for both courses. |
think it was more water cooler stuff, more of afoimal approach and just sort of day by day
support. People asking me how | was doing how | gedsng along. Perhaps | was lucky to
have (name of colleague (teaching colleague ofseox’)) at the beginning. He was giving me
daily updates, new materials and with (name ofeeglue (team leader of course ‘B’)) there was
no problem, he let me search for material. | hafihtba balance. For course'B'’it was a bit
frustrating because | believe some things read maecabulary, but | didn't have time to work
with them because we had to get through so marer tiimgs. Not enough time to concentrate
at the micro level, for lexical learning. They hthdse vocabulary quizzes at the end of each
week, and | said you know, we need more time.rnkimow I've contextualized it a little bit
more, I’'m not sort of on my own rhubarb rhubarbitufend to go straight into the class,
straight into the lesson. I've had to change mylstyle to suit the structure of that particular

subject.

If I had stayed on the other subject, obviouslyauld've lent itself more to another style of

teaching, my old style of teaching.

Mod:

So you adapted to what was required of you?
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121  G1-4:

122 Ithink | had the experience and you know, theywkneot definitely the way things were, but
123 the general details of what was happening and tehad. | think, | hope, | moved into it in a

124  sort of seamless way.
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