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1 - Foreword: general introduction to D.IMP.08, D.PARO8 and
D.PAR.0O6

At the end of the PALETTE project, different WP1dawP5 objectives and tasks converge. This

convergence is made concrete by three deliverables:

= D.IMP.08: Instances of Implementation of PALETTE=Barios

= D.PAR.08: Analysis of Instrumental Genesis Livedthg CoPs

= D.PAR.06: Learning and Organisational Resourcesic€gtual Instruments for Self-Analysis,
Learning and Developments of CoPs

Each of these deliverables tackles a common isgue & different point of view. Indeed, the main
issue at the end of the project is not only to repchat has been done with the CoPs we have
collaborated with but also to propose consisterslyais and guidelines for other CoPs and
stakeholders involved in various domains and istee in CoPs issues. The challenge here is to
provide the reader with a more general and analyjge of the PALETTE outcomes that could be
used in other situations by other stakeholdersother words, at the end of the project, we have to
switch from activities, analysis and developmentspgcific’ CoPs to a more ‘generic’ approach. This
is both related to the scientific objectives of FAITE (supporting CoP development and the CoP
members’ learning) and expected impacts of theeptdpr organisations and society, as precised in
the DoW (pp. 4-8).

In D.IMP.03 (“Revised Specifications of ServicesdaBuidelines for Services Orchestration”, May
2007), we introduced and defined the differencevben ‘specific’ scenarios for CoPs (i.e. scenarios
answering specific needs of CoPs) and ‘generic’'sofi®. scenarios answering similar needs of
various CoPs). This distinction then informed thating of the D.PAR.03 (“Descriptions of 6
Scenarios and of the Results of 6 Validated Trjalaly 2007) and the organisation of the seconfl hal
of the project with multi-disciplinary teams and R0 In D.IMP.05 (“First Version of PALETTE
Integration: Conceptual and Technical Integratiodénuary 2008), we set up a methodology for
developing and validating Generic Scenarios. We @lentified three such scenarios derived from the
specific scenarios of the CoPs we are collaboratiitly and organised working teams for designing,
developing and implementing each of them:
= ‘Reification’ scenario that is related to the protion, enrichment, search for, and reuse of CoP
resources;
» ‘Debate and Decide’ scenario that is related toateh and arguing about an issue and
collaborating for decision making;
= ‘CoP identity building and animation’ scenario timtelated to the management of CoP activities
and the resulting development of CoP identity.

Even if they lead to the development and implentenrieof characteristic activities and services for
CoPs, these three generic scenarios are strortghyetated. According to Wenger’s theory (Wenger,
1998), reification and participation are two praess at the heart of a CoP. Following this author,
there is no practice reification without membergrtiipation and conversely. The articulation of
reification and participation lead to ‘negotiatiohmeaning’ within a CoP: the members discuss the
meaning of their practices, views, ideas, vocalyulatc. and so highlight the way they experience
their domain of activity. The outcome of this dission is a progressive definition of the CoP idgnti

it is through negotiation that the CoP members dafine their objectives and specific domain
regarding other external groups. It is also onlibsis of this identity that the CoP will continuge t
evolve, organise further activities, and recruivmaembers.

In the introduction of the third PALETTE implemetiten plan, we have introduced the relations
between D.PAR.08 and D.IMP.08 summarized on thedidpelow.

PALETTE D.PAR.06 — Learning and Organisational Reses: Conceptual Instruments 50f 75
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Step 1:
CoP mediators summarise CoP activities according to spedfic scenarios

Each team propose an instantiated scenario ofits generic scenario

Qutputs:

s Firstverson of the technical charter
Deadline: 30 Mav

Consensus on the alignment between CoP activities and instantiated scenarios

+  Description ofinstantiated scenarios validated by CoPsmediators and technical partners
* Implementation plan produced by each team (beginning of the implementation)

l Review of instantiated scenarios

Beginning of the Step 2:

implementation of On the basizs of the produced implementation plans, CoP mediators
instantiated produce trial scenarios as well as adetailed timing for their organisation
SESER S Outputs:

Deadline: End of May (M 28}

Description of trial scenarios related to each CoP (with a detailed timing)

Step 3:
Produce the first version of implemented instantiated

scenarios (sofiware available)
Outputs:
¢ First version of implemented instantiated scenarios
¢ Updared version of the technica charter
Deadline: M 30

Beginning of the Trials
according to the availability
of implemented parts of
instantiated scenarios

Step 4:
Feedback on conducted trial scenarios

Qutputs:

¢ Feedback on conducted trial scenarios

¢« Updated version of trial scenarios

¢ Feedback onnew services functonalities
Deadline: M 33

Continuing the Implementation of instantiated scenarios
and the conduct of trials to collect final feedback

1
Step 5:
Produce the final version of implemented instantiated scenarios
Produce the final version of conducted trials scenarios
QOutputs:
¢ Final version of implemented instantated scenarios (D.IMP.08)
¢ Final version of conducted trials scenarios (D.PAR 08)
¢ Final version ofthe technical charter
Deadline: M 34

Figure 1 — Summary of the relation between D.PAR.0&nd D.IMP.08.

D.IMP.08 is about the technical implementation lo& tgeneric

scenarios and their instantiations.

D.PAR.08 is about how the specific scenarios hasenbconducted with each CoP and what the
analysis of these trials shows about the appropnatf the services by the CoPs and the changes tha
occurred within them. In addition, the D.PAR.08 \pdes a cross-case analysis highlighting the
conditions of use of the PALETTE services in thal$t This cross-case analysis will be useful for

external CoPs that are interested in more generisiderations on

the use of PALETTE services.
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In addition to these two central deliverables, th®AR.06 describes the development and trial of
Learning and Organisational Resources (LORS) tinaiaa providing the CoPs with concrete scenarios
of activities for members’ learning, activities argsation and choice of tools.

Regarding the implementation of the PALETTE Pgpttdry Design Methodology, these three

deliverables highlight:

= How the PALETTE services met CoP specific needs;

= How the CoP developed through the use of the PALE3&rvices;

= How the PALETTE services evolved and changed thrdbg collaboration with CoP members;

= How other CoPs and stakeholders could benefit fiteenexperience of PALETTE designers and
CoPs.

In parallel to these three deliverables, D.EVA.0@nuary 2009) adopts a global and critical point of
view and describes PALETTE methodology and maicamues regarding the project main objectives
and expected impacts.

PALETTE D.PAR.06 — Learning and Organisational Reses: Conceptual Instruments 70of75
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2 — Introduction to D.PAR.06

This deliverable is the outcome of the WP1 task &tning and development in CoPs” that began at
M13. The purpose of this task was to develop a cehensive model of learning within CoPs. This
model has then been used for informing the anafrsisunderstanding of CoP learning and activities.
It has also been used as a basis for designingraatithg Learning and Organisational Resources
(LORS) for those involved in CoPs. To achieve tosl and produce these resources, we first carried
out a phenomenographic research. The results teareused for proposing specific learning activities
to the CoPs we were collaborating with. The CoPgehthen participated in the validation and
improvement of these activities.

This deliverable is related to other deliverabled tasks in WP1 and other PALETTE WPs. First, it is
based on the transversal analysis of the first gateerated about the CoPs objectives and funcgionin
at the very beginning of PALETTE (see D.PAR.O1)slalso based on the analysis and categorization
of CoPs needs reported in D.IMP.03. These anallesbgo the development of a model of CoP
activities (Kuinzel, Charlier, & Daele, 2007). Sedpthe validation of the learning and organisationa
resources we produced is based on the evaluatestiqos proposed by WP6 in D.EVA.02. Third, the
learning and organisational resources for CoPs dosely related to the development and
implementation of the generic scenarios (D.IMP.08 ®.PAR.08). Fourth, the produced resources
for CoPs will be disseminated following the PALETT&ploitation plan prepared by WP7
(D.DIS.12).

The structure of the deliverable is as follows:

= The part 3, based on a paper of Ashwin & Daele §20fresents the phenomenographic research
that led to the development and exploitation ofceh of learning in CoP.

= The part 4, based on papers of Kiinzel et al. (2@60d) Barlatier, Vidou, Jacquemart, & Latour
(2007), presents how we modelled the activitieS@Ps.

= On the basis of the two previous sections, the pattvelops how we designed Learning and
Organisational Resources (LORs) for CoPs. Threestyih LORSs are then presented.

= In the part 6, the methodology followed for triadiiand validating the LORs is presented and the
validation process of some LORs trialled with f@oPs is reported.

= Finally, the conclusions provide a synthesis of tloatribution of this deliverable as well as
guidelines for the WP7 to plan the exploitatiorttef LORS.

PALETTE D.PAR.06 — Learning and Organisational Reses: Conceptual Instruments 8 of 75
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3 — Modelling learning in CoPs

This section is based on a paper presented atAREIESIG9 conference in Kristianstad, Sweden in
May 2008. In this paper, Ashwin & Daele (2008) erged the first steps of the research led in the
framework of WP1 task 5.

We focus here on the development of a model ofniegrin CoP through a phenomenological
approach The instruments to develop are part of the PALETTearning and Organisational
Resources” which aim at supporting CoPs for dejriineir needs of development and supporting
their members’ learning, and at assisting them hia thoice, appropriation, and adaptation of
technological services.

3.1 Methodology

In order to collaboratively develop and elabor&ie model of learning and professional development
in CoPs, we designed an approach that uses atoslgghenomenographic (Marton & Booth, 1997)
analysis of CoP members’ accounts of actual legrexperience within their CoPs. We take “learning
experience” in a wide sense. Their learning mayupcluring an “event” (activity, training, etc.) or
more informally, for example through discussionfwather CoP members.

We followed the process described below:

1. Researchers asked individual members of their @@Bescribe an actual situation in which their
involvement in their CoP led to the developmenttdir professional knowledge in some way.
Some questions suggested to the researchers &rdadan Appendix 1 (p. 67). These questions
could either be asked in a face-to-face interviewnan email conversation. Where the situation
described involved written exchanges (for examjpeevnalil discussions or an on-line forum) that
the researcher had access to, these have be iddodgipplement the CoP members’ accounts.
This process has initially been piloted with a drmaimber of accounts in order to validate the
approach. Then all the researchers collected leguagcounts.

2. For each account, the researchers, where necegssamglated the account into English and
provided information on the names and contact detdithe CoP member involved. Due to the
work involved in collecting and translating the acots, we suggested a maximum of three
accounts from each CoP. 21 accounts have beenageder
In each case, regardless of the method of elioitatised, the focus was on getting CoP members
to describe an account of an actual situation iichwthey felt they had developed their knowledge
within their CoP. This was essential if the intexvg were to be suitable for phenomenographic
analysis, which is reliant on interviews that (Alkett, 2005; Ashwin, 2006; Ashworth & Lucas,
2000; Bowden, 2006; Trigwell, 2006):

»= Focus on specific experience of a phenomenon fandividual;

= Are fairly open ended and focused on eliciting tmeaning of that instance of the
phenomenon to the individual;

» Involve the researcher ‘bracketing’ their previexperience.

3. The CoP members’ accounts and, where approprlagesitracts of the written exchanges, have
been circulated to all of the task partners. Eaahngr undertook an initial analysis of the
accounts and extracts and attempted to identifytiaditative differences in the types of learning
taking place in the accounts (a common guide has peovided for this, see Appendix 2, p. 67).

! “Traditionally, the object of study of phenomenapgphic research has been described as variatiamia
meaning, understanding, conceptions (Marton, 1881more recently, awareness or ways of experigrgin
particular phenomenon (Marton & Booth, 1997). Outes are represented analytically as a number of
qualitatively different meanings or ways of expadiag the phenomenon (called ‘categories of desoripto
distinguish the empirically interpreted categomynfrthe hypothetical experience that it represebts)also
including the structural relationships linking teedifferent ways of experiencing. These relatiopshepresent
the structure of the ‘outcome space’, in termsrof/ging an elucidation of relations between diéfer ways of
experiencing the one phenomenon.” (Akerlind, 2¢D%R22).

PALETTE D.PAR.06 — Learning and Organisational Reses: Conceptual Instruments 90of 75
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The task partners met to share their initial anslp$ the accounts and to develop a model of

learning and professional development based on &mailysis of the qualitative differences in the
types of learning activities occurring in the extsa

During this discussion, the tasks partners alsatified whether they needed to collect further

data from the CoP members whose accounts had loedysed or possibly new accounts. It has
been decided to collect some new accounts spdbjificam experienced CoP members.

The researchers contacted the CoP members andtedllhe data. Five new accounts have been
generated. These have been circulated to the @bearchers.

7. The researchers met to revise the model on thes lidsthe new data. Then, several email
discussions occurred for revising the model.

informed us to generate different versions of resesito validate with the CoPs.

8.
9.

validation.
3.2 Results

On the basis of the final model, an iterative pssceccurred. The different versions of the model

The instruments have then been validated with tle€oPs and further amended based on this

The objective of the outcome space is to desctitee qualitative variation in the way that CoP
members experience learning in CoPs, or, in otiend, to describe the differences in the meanings
that CoP members assign to learning events/exmerien

At a face-to-face meeting, the researchers disdusise qualitative variationin the accounts of

learning generated from the different CoPs. Afterirdtial discussion of the data, it was agreed to
focus on the qualitative variation in three aspetthe CoPs:
1. Qualitative differences in the reasons that CoP beemhad for participating and engaging in

their CoPs;

2. Qualitative differences in perceptions of CoP psses;
3. Qualitative differences in perceptions of learningcomes from CoPs.

This resulted in the differences set out in talgi®w being identified by the researchers:

Differences in reasons for
participation and engaging in
a CoP

Differences in perception of
CoP processes

Differences in perceptions of
learning outcomes

- consolidating practice
(reassure existing practice or
gain new practiceys
challenging practice (to
confront it)

- evaluatiorvsno evaluation
(=no judgement from the
others) of individual practices
- to meet people (socialize}

to share objects, documents, €
- explicit knowledge objective
vsimplicit knowledge objective

Learning occurs:

- through plannegisunplanned
events

- through formabsinformal
situations

- when expecteuds unexpected
- through distributedsdyadic
vsindividual
reflections/discussions
tethrough face-to-facesdistant
- through direct/sindirect
participation of the member

- from peersysfrom experts

- learning about oneself (my

practice, skills, knowledge, etc|

vsabout others

- addition of knowledge
(assimilation)schange in the
structure of thinking or doing
(accommodation)

- change in thinking
(embrainedys change in doing
(embodied)

- individual vs collectivevs no
reification

- outcomes are expected

unexpected

Table 1 — Initial analysis of the qualitative varidion in CoP members’ accounts of knowledge developent

within their CoPs

~—

Following the meeting, we re-examined the learn@mgounts to find extracts that illustrated the
variation that was identified in table 1. Then,itgrating between the qualitative variation ideptif
in table 1 and the identified quotes, we attempbeset out a structure for the qualitative variatibat

PALETTE D.PAR.06 — Learning and Organisational Reses: Conceptual Instruments 10 of 75
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had the following characteristics (in line with ploenenographic approaches to data analysis, see

Akerlind, 2005; Ashwin, 2006; Ashworth & Lucas, Z0Bowden, 2006; Trigwell, 2006):

1. There was an inclusive hierarchical relation betw® categories of description within each of
the columns of table 1.

2. The smallest number of categories of descriptiors waed within each column, in order to
describe the qualitative variation constituted.

3. There was a clear relation between each of therawdun table 1.

4. The variation between the categories of descripti@s supported by the accounts of CoP
members.

Based on this the following outcome space was opeel:

Variation in reasons for Variation in perceptions of Variation in outcomes
participating in CoPs how learning occurs in CoPs
1. To gain information about thel. Individual 1. Individual Information;
domain of the CoP knowledge/practices are 2. Consolidation of individual
2. To gain an insight into the | developed by learning from knowledge;
knowledge/practices of others;| experts; 3a. Change in individual
3. To share or exchange 2. Individual knowledge/practices;
knowledge/practices; knowledge/practices are 3b. Consolidation of communal
4. To change individual developed by learning from knowledge/practices
knowledge/practices; others; 4. Change in communal
5. To change communal 3. Individual knowledge/practices.
knowledge/practices. knowledge/practices are 5. Change in practices outside

developed by participating in | the CoP

collective activities;

4. Communal

knowledge/practices are

developed by participating in

collective activities.

Table 2 — Analysis of the qualitative variation inCoP members’ accounts of knowledge development
within their CoPs

Following discussions between the researchersetatile 2, more specific outcome spaces related to
learning in CoPs were proposed. They are genethtedgh variation across two axes: a referential

axis (which focuses on the meaning of the categpeaad a structural axis (which focuses on what is
in the foreground and background of each category).

3.2.1 \Variation in reasons for participating in CoPs

To gain information about the domain of the CoP

To gain an insight into the knowledge/practicestbiers;
To share or exchange knowledge/practices;

To change individual knowledge/practices;

To change communal knowledge/practices.

aoghrwNE

As illustrations, here are some excerpts from tapts of interviews. For example, the experiente o
a member of CoPeL comes within the first categbifar me that was really the occasion to acquaint
myself with what's going on, whatever the differgaining methodologies, in the sense of, | mean, |
needed to acquaint myself with what existed, alesery mean to do training courseg\nother
member of CoPeL aimed at exchanging practices @ttier members:The main objectives were the
exchanges of practices, trainings realisation, &#héng trainings conception and animation to
exchange as much as possible knowledge and knowasotutor, for example. It is mainly about all
these elements... mainly exchanges with other memihergalso develop e-learning trainirigd his
corresponds to the third category. Another membepressed her willingness to “evolve” thanks to
feedbacks from other member#ly objective is also to present what I've donewoyk, and to get in
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return some critical comments that could make mykwmy reasoning evoleThis corresponds to
the fourth category.

Table 3 illustrates the structural and referergggdects of the variation in reasons for particijgath a
CoP. The structural variation focuses on what th&foreground of the conception. This shifts fram
focus on information about the CoP domain, to aigomn individual knowledge and/or practices, to a
focus on communal knowledge and/or practices. ThBesents an inclusive hierarchy because a
focus on communal knowledge/practices includes @adoon individual knowledge/practices and
information about the CoP domain. However, infolioratabout the CoP domain does not include a
focus on individual or communal knowledge practicEse referential aspect of variation focuses on
the meaning of a conception. In table 3 this shiifisn a focus on receiving, to a focus on shario@
focus on changing. Again this represents an inedukierarchy.

The numbers in table 3 show how each conceptisituated in relation to its structural and refeiant
aspects. For example, conception 1 is focusedeoaivinginformation about the CoP Domain
whereas conception 4 is focused ohanging communal knowledge/practices(text in italics
indicating the referential aspect of the variataond text in bold indicating the structural aspedts
variation). Table 4 and table 5 can be read irstmee way.

Referential Aspects

Structural Aspects | Receive Share Change
Information about | 1
the CoP Domain

Individual 2 3 4
knowledge/practices

Communal 5
knowledge/practices

Table 3 — The referential and structural aspects afhe categories of reasons for engaging in CoPs

3.2.2 Variation in perceptions of how learning occurs inCoPs

1. Individual knowledge/practices are developed byriesy from experts;

2. Individual knowledge/practices are developed byrieg from others;

3. Individual knowledge/practices are developed byigaating in collective activities;
4. Communal knowledge/practices are developed byqgaating in collective activities.

Members sometimes learn from experts of the dorffast category), as in the following example
(from the Doctoral Programme CoP):produced a research paper for my doctorate whigls part

of a bigger research project being conducted ifte $tudent experience. | had not been involved in
the prior research, but showed my paper to the eeagho was leading the project. He has now
invited me to co-write the proposed journal artielgh him, based on both his research and mine. He
is also using the theoretical framework which 1dise my research as the framework for the whole
paper, and has re-written his analysis around b the CoP Learn-Nett, a member felt to learn
through discussions with peers during online disiams organised by the coordination (third
category): And another thing that | think I've learned or ahet moment, it was the forum and the
questions from the other tutors because anywayt ass my first experience, | was asking myself
guestions but | didn’'t know if it was on time orbiécause | was too stressed or | had too much
expectations, or if they were stupid questions.. wagyl had difficulties to evaluate my questioning,
in what extent, so when | read the forum, the otipgestions that were close to mine, they were
answering my own questions, it was very interestieagause | could say “ok, I'm in the target, I've
got the same kind of questions”, so it is reasgyriand that then allows to continue to evolve, you
know, regarding the functionifigFinally, as illustration of the fourth categomye can mention the
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example of a teaching nurse involved in the CoP:TMeeting with colleagues (teachers in a Nurses
School) for discussing the structure of the repdints the students write after periods of praciice
the field. The meeting is organised with specifitvities: exercise of correction of student’s regp
discussion on evaluation criteria, and collaboratiglaboration of an evaluation scéléfhe use of
the common evaluation scale can be considerec¢asmunal practice.

The structural and referential aspects of the tiarian this outcome space could be expresseden th
following form:

Referential Aspects
Structural Aspects | Learning from | Learning from | Participating in
experts others collective
activities
Individual 1 2 3
knowledge/practices
Communal 4
knowledge/practices

Table 4 — The referential and structural aspects ofhe categories of perceptions of how learning occaiin
CoPs
3.2.3 Variation in outcomes from learning in CoPs

1. Individual Information;
2. Consolidation of individual knowledge;

3a. Change in individudl3b. Consolidation of communa
knowledge/practices; knowledge/practices

4. Change in communal knowledge/practices.
5. Change in practices outside the CoP

As example of increase of individual informationembers of the ePrep CoP explained to have
learned how to use the web tools used by their G#darding the consolidation of individual
knowledge, a member of the Doctoral Programme Gaod 8 am not sure my knowledge or skills
have changed. It is more about the fact that If@dte confident in what | was saying, and that kwa
probably able to communicate it more succinctlgiso found it useful to say that this was something
that had been explained to me from an experienesdarcher — therefore giving it wider credibility
The third category suggests that there are indalidnd communal knowledge and practices that can
be changed or consolidated. This shows througharfdllowing example already mentioned earlier.
In the CoP TFT, after many discussions on how tiuate their students, nurses felt to have changed
their individual practice of evaluation. But in tkame time, they reified together their practices b
elaborating a common evaluation framework. Thery the@duced a document aiming at giving a
common frame to their individual evaluation pragsic This document could finally be circulated
outside the CoP as possible resource for otheresuiBhus, the possible impact of the document
created may be considered as an example of thechfegory.

The structural and referential aspects of the tiarian this outcome space could be expresseden th
following form:
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Referential Aspects
Structural Aspects | Information Consolidation Change
Personal 1 2 3a
knowledge/practices

Communal 3b 4
knowledge/practices

Knowledge/practices 5
outside the CoP

Table 5 — The referential and structural aspects dathe categories of perceptions of learning outcomédgom
CoPs

Based on this outcome space, we developed ‘Learaimt Organisational Resources’ (LORs) for
understanding and evaluating learning of thoselireebin CoPs. These resources take the form of
activity scenarios that moderators or members caad up for situating the learning processes
occurring within their CoP and enabling learning.

3.3 Discussion and perspectives

The main objective of our project is to developfukkearning resources for moderators and members
of CoPs. From this point of view, the phenomenolgyappproach has been very interesting and
conducted to the elaboration of fruitful modeldedrning. However, we faced some issues regarding
the fulfilment of the research:

1. Most of the researchers were not familiar with giveanography. It is a methodological approach
that seems not well known. Especially its epistemiglal approach is not well known as well as
its management in practical terms. In additionrelis practically no literature resource in French
on phenomenography while most of the researcheosiiofeam are francophone. To address this
issue, we planned a two hours face-to-face presentaf the phenomenography basics with
examples of studies. This is certainly too weak tfog researchers to appropriate the research
approach. A one or two day workshop would have radden more appropriate.

2. Our team and the studied CoPs are mainly francaph®his led us to translate transcripts of
interviews and other research materials. The tatiosls have maybe conducted to
misrepresentations of some texts and thus to lbsermse. To address this issue we organised
email discussions for the elaboration of the oute®paces and debates that occurred. Writing
often allows more reflection on what is expresdeahtoral debates. However, this means the
discussion is rather slow and that misunderstasdoogld not be quickly resolved. We organised
two oral meetings in six months, one face-to-faged aone online, but more regular
videoconference meetings would probably have edablere debates and reflections.

3. Our team was also international (UK, Belgium, Fenicuxembourg, Canada and Switzerland)
and multidisciplinary (educational sciences, psyogy, information management). Cohesion and
agreement are not always easy to reach, even waithgrs who know each other for a long time.
Again, there is a strong need to organise discossand debates about how to conduct the
research and the form of the results and modebugel.
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4 — Modelling activities of CoPs

The management of CoPs activities represents aatésgue for CoPs development in the long term

and is therefore a critical concern for CoP moaesatmembers and stakeholders. Hence, in the

framework of this research we propose to developodel of CoP activities able to provide insights

about:

= Organising, developing and evaluating CoP actisjtie

= Supporting and evaluating learning within a CoRl;an

= Choosing appropriate ICT collaborative solutiong,sbipporting the conception of scenarios of
tools uses.

Despite of the large research literature concer@n@s, we have not yet noticed the existence of a
model depicting the wide variety of CoP activitieslated either to the CoP main processes
(reification, negotiation of meaning, participatiaic.) or to CoP stages of development. So we have
chosen to follow up research carried in the franrévad the PALETTE where in 2007 a first model
was proposed to depict activities and issues otldgment of a CoP (Kiinzel et al., 2007). As a
consequence, this model has contributed to buddntibdel we propose below. The point here is to
reflect about the relevance of modelling CoP aii#isi regarding different dimensions of CoPs:
domain, stages of development, objectives, memlmia‘acteristics, etc. This reflection could then
inform advices to CoPs towards their activity aedelopment. These advices concretely take place in
the Learning and Organisational Resources we havelaped (see section 5, p. 15).

4.1 The initial activity model

Research and publication concerning CoPs look rigtance at the participation in communities
(Fuller, H. Hodkinson, P. Hodkinson, & Unwin, 200%pw they operate online (Bourhis, Dubé, &
Jacob, 2005), how they build and share knowleddeitiKkConnell, & Meyer, 2005) what contribution
they make to knowledge management (Hew & Hara, p@fd how they are integrated in operations
(Bate & Robert, 2002). Others attempt to understdoedphenomenon of CoPs in conceptual and
definitional terms (Garrety, Robertson, & Badha®042). They struggle with the difficulty that CoPs,
being a social phenomenon, undergo continuous dewelnt (Cox, 2005) and do not conform to
conventions. The research today is no longer fatefinition of CoPs which is as specific or
comprehensive as possible, but rather a sophisticabnceptualisation (Dubé, Bourhis, & Jacob,
2006) providing statements on what types of CoRgetlare, what common features, needs and goals
they have, and how they get there by analysing thetvities. PALETTE has been able to make
contributions to this.

The objective of the model is to allow CoP coortling to map the different activities, which can
occur or be organised within the CoP. The CoP i#gtimodel proposed below aimed at helping the
coordinator to manage, to evaluate and to suppditidual and collective, formal and informal
learning activities as well as the use of the Gmtstby its members. It was expected to be used as
toolbox for decision-making processes.

The first proposed activity model was built on sttwed interviews conducted with eight CoPs taking
part in the PALETTE project (see D.PAR.01). The mary was approved with the CoPs, meaning
that we can assume that we recorded them cormetlynore or less completely. The initial model we
proposed (Kiinzel et al., 2007) is based on theyarsabf the activities of these CoPs and also en th
analysis of about 25 CoPs we met in Bern at thesCBRre-to-Share Fair” in January 2007.

Two groups of activities were initially identifiedrirst, activities that were called “projects” hyet
CoPs themselves including the creation or revisiodocuments or conducting of smaller evaluations
or research projects. This first group of actitie distinguished by a high degree of coordinatdut
activities and by the fact that a goal is expli¢it.second group of activities such as a Christmas
dinner, going for a drink together or congratulaioon a new job can be classified in the “social
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activities” category. They are distinguished by taet that they have nothing to do with the domain,
the community’s actual interest, have no other ieitpjoal than to promote community cohesion.
There was a problem of delimitation just with thése categories. Some activities within a project
are definitely social activities and a joint prdjatso promotes community cohesion.

The third proposed group of activities was mordidift to grasp. These are activities such as
distributing information on interesting links orrderences via a mailing list, posing questions and
reacting to the answers, making one’s own expeewailable and discussing them with others, or
also making important documents available to otheople. These were identified as short-term
activities that are communicated with no highereabye or where the objective is inherent to the
activity itself. These activities were defined as oo-ordinated with other activities as it is ttase in

a project.

As a fourth group, we summarised four organisati@e#ivities which revolve around the filing of
documents, organisation of meetings, facilitatioternal role distribution, work processes andisgtt
up mailing lists. We called this the “organisatirzategory or “Management activities”. It must be
distinguished from the project. A series of actdgtis organisational if it refers primarily to the
community. It is a project if it refers to the dama

A

Explicit metacognitio
Planned

coordination

Management
activities

Project
activities

Implicit metacognition

Social Short term
domain

activities

activities

Spontaneous
activities

v

Community Domain
oriented oriented

Figure 2 — Activity model (Kiinzel et al., 2007)

We finally found a number of activities very difdit to classify: now if a working group is formea t
investigate, reflect on and improve the organisatibthe CoP — what is that? If the CoP gets tageth
and exchanges experiences with its latest projestthat social, project or management? If we take
intention as a differentiation criterion, then theestion is of improving similar future procesdésve
describe the process, then that is a reflection.sboh cases we agreed to introduce a new category,
the metacognitive one, which can concern each effthir basic activities. Metacognition may be
implicit or explicit, i.e. intentional or not angbplied to any of the other categories of activity.

Several questions arouse about this initial modiae main one is that when considering a CoP
activity, for example a face-to-face meeting deididdo discussion about a professional practiageth
are different dimensions that come under the diffeccategories: there is management (organisation
of the meeting by the coordinator), there is soaaivity (moments for getting to know each other i
the CoP), etc. Rather than categories of activitiesdeal here with different “dimensions” integmt
into each activity. As Wenger (1998) states, ttféedint fundamental processes that occur in CoPs
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have to be considered as dimensions of a same plegom rather than different separate activities.
For example, reification and participation are fwvocesses that constitute an interconnected duality
they influence each other and when one is wealotther tends to die down.

4.2 The new activity model (Jacquemart, Barlatier, & Daele, 2008)

In order to facilitate the use of the model to idfgnthe different dimensions of activities thatnca
occur in a CoP, we have proposed to build a thiseensions model. It does not refer to specific
categories of activities as in the previous mollét rather a toolbox containing different spatiest
can be used for describing each CoP activity.

Formal activitie

1 1
Informal activitie: /7 L
1 1
e
! ! T ! ! T
. o femmencooceas D1 jedeedepenccsnenecneas | 5 oo - pease
Project | il e iibear 1 g g - e
activities = i E /
. ;1
1 i T
P -
L TE sl s J o Y o . 1 ——ad -
Short 7 ' 3] > 2 L7
activities ,»'/—'---- ---------------- . e .
Community Domain
oriented oriented

Figure 3 — Activity model 2008

The different dimensions for describing a CoP dgtiare divided into three axes: formal/informal,
project/short, and community/domain oriented. Wetfdefine these three axes below, and then we
present the eight areas that they form in the édurEach area corresponds to a type of activéiyith
described below (section 4.2.2, page 18).

4.2.1 Axes definition

Axis 1: Community/Domain oriented activities

Community-oriented activities (coordination and coomication)

This dimension concerns activities that aim at rgama and facilitating the interpersonal relations
inside the CoP. The objective is here to allow pegharing common social rules that help them to
communicate, understand each other and negotiaa@inge These activities help members to build
and share a collective identity. They also helprthe know each other as individual, to know their
individual needs, motivation to participate in t@eP, their interests and beliefs, as well as their
personal objectives.

Domain oriented activities (knowledge sharing andwledge creation activities)

This dimension of activities is about CoP membédrariag knowledge, competences and practice
related to their professional domain. It concerhe explanations related to tacit and explicit
knowledge used by the CoP members in their practice

Axis 2: Formal/Informal activities

Formal activities
These activities represent all the explicit adidgtthat are organized formally within the CoP.aks
example of combination between Axe 1 and Axe oranél activity can be community or domain
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oriented: the resource ‘YellowPage’ (p. 37) carcbesidered as a formal community-oriented activity
(each CoP member introduces him/herself) whilerdsource ‘GoodPractice’ is a formal domain-
oriented activity in which CoP members share thein practices about one domain issue (p. 29).

Informal activities

These activities represent all the activities #ratorganized informally within the CoP or that ao¢
organized and appear spontaneously. These adivdie be related to the community or the domain
of the CoP.

Axis 3: Project/Short activities

Short activities
It includes activities that are not intended taégeated and that have a short-term impact. Theyroc
punctually.

Project activities
Activities that last over a long period of time atitht need a schedule to be followed. They are
organized in order to have a long-term impact.

4.2.2 Eight parts model

To illustrate how to use the model, we have trealassify different kinds of activities in the btg
boxes of the model. Some of these activities refeéhe resources exposed in the next chapter sf thi
document. Some have been put as examples andlusteating activities occurring in PALETTE
CoPs.

1. Community oriented — project — formal activitiesoRC organisational development activities,
shared database “Who’s Who". For example, the ressuYellowPages’' (p. 37), ‘MapCoP’ (p.
36), and ‘CharterPolicy’ (p. 39).

2. Community oriented — project — informal activitiearguing, debating about a long-term,
community-oriented issue.

3. Community oriented — short — formal activities: ipled CoP social events (for example, the
resource ‘LearningSwot’, p. 35).

4. Community oriented — short — informal activitiesinth between CoP members, exchanges
between members during a break, etc.

5. Domain oriented — project — formal activities: agated activities with communicated results.
Example: Project activities, shared knowledge dealiwho knows what”, knowledge creation
activities between members, etc. (see the reséDefmeOntology’, p. 38).

6. Domain oriented — project — informal activitiesfdrmal practice-based activities such as usual
discussions on specific issues without notes dicagion process.

7. Domain oriented — short — formal activities: platinghort domain activities (with explicitly
defined inherent goals) and realization of shotivaies included in projects.

8. Domain oriented — short — informal activities: sfareous short domain activities (with tacitly
defined inherent goals), punctual decisions abaptanned events and issues that have an impact
on coordination of CoP domain activities. Examplefining together at the end of a meeting,
during a chat session, the topics, themes, sulifetis presented for the next meetings.

4.2.3 Use and development of the model

When a CoP member is designated as animator, c@bodj moderator or when he/she has chosen to
assume one of these roles, he/she should be aldlerttify existing activities that happen withireth
CoP. He/She can also compare these activitiesth@lCoP performance (as defined by its members).
From this perspective, this model represents andisig tool.

Based on the desired CoP performance defined Ingdtabers, this model can be also used to identify
activities to organise in order to support commyunitdomain development, for instance.
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This model can be considered as a diagnosis aadlesision-making tool as well. In the future, othe
models and typologies of activities could enharig model in relation to learning and organisation
of activities, for example from Henri & Basque (3)0Hewitt & Scardamalia (1998) and Hoadley &
Kilner (2005).

4.3 Towards resources for CoPs

In the sections 3 and 4, we presented models ofitepand activities in CoPs. They have been
designed through very different research approaahdsdevelopment. On the one hand, the learning
model is based on a phenomenographic approachatieysed the learning experience of CoP
members. On the other hand, the activity modebiell on the content analysis of CoP coordinators
that has then been used for depicting the relati@tween three main dimensions of CoP activities.
The two processes of ‘theorisation’ of learning aetlvity in CoPs are very different. On the fade o
it, there is no direct relation between the two eledHowever in the Learning and Organisational
Resources we have developed for CoPs, we made @mmebetween them by sorting the Learning
Resources in the different categories proposetiénattivity model. The resources developed in the
next section are indeed short activity scenaria$ tan be understood through the three dimensions
proposed in the activity model.

However, in the future, some questions could bertalp in order to jointly develop the models:

= |n what extent could new interviews of CoP memlzerd coordinators inform the validation and
development of both the models?

= In what extent could other literature reviews imficthe development of our depictions?

= How to design new depictions of CoP learning aritvidies that would be relevant and significant
for CoP members and coordinators?

= In what extent do certain types of activities hare impact on learning representations and
outcomes of CoP members?

In the future, these four questions could be askedrder to develop both the models and the
development of the resources that they informed.
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5 —LORs - Learning and Organisational Resources

5.1 Purpose

This section aims at describing Learning and Omgdiinal Resources (LORs) for CoPs. These
resources could be used by CoPs coordinators orbersmin order to analyse/observe/evaluate
individual/collective learning within their CoP arganise/evaluate useful activities for the CoP.
These resources are anchored in the analysis oCtiis activities (see above in section 4), the
development of a model of learning in a CoP (seevabn section 3), and the description of the
PALETTE services from a user point of view (see ARF04).

A LOR could be defined as a ‘paper-based’ concéptsource that allows those involved in CoPs
(moderators and members) to:

= Understand, manage, support or evaluate theirifggrn

= |dentify, develop, manage or evaluate collectivevaes,

= Support their choices and individual/communal wfgechnological tools and appropriate them.

On the one hand, according to the D.PAR.05, wedcoahsider the LORs as “artefacts that do not
cause breakdowns in the fluid conduct of work” @@P (Bgdker & Christiansen, 1997, p. 220). This
corresponds to what Engestréom calls “downward caoédization” (Engestrom, 1990). LORs are
designed for providing CoPs with tools to suppod &nprove their activities, sustain their needd an
objectives, foster communication, learning, etc. tBa other hand, the LORs are also designed for
supporting CoPs towards their expansion, maturatom change. This then corresponds to what
Engestrom calls “upward contextualization”. Hendbe LORs could be also considered as
“springboards” (Bgdker & Christiansen, 1997; Engast 1990) for making CoPs aware of new
possibilities, activities and challenges that theyld take up in the future.

In addition, this section also aims at presenting general method for trialling and validating the
LORs with CoPs. First, it classifies the differdppes of developed LORs regarding the Generic
Scenarios (see D.IMP.08). Second, examples ofiegistsources for those who are involved in CoPs
are cited. Third, the common structure of the PALETLORS is presented. Fourth, the LORs are
presented. Fifth, the validation process of the E@Rh CoPs is presented as well as its outcomes.

In summary, our approach aims at developing aniatihg conceptual resources for CoPs by
situating these resources into real scenarios ®bysCoPs. These scenarios are based on CoP needs
and activities.

5.2 Types of LORSs regarding Generic Scenarios

In the report “Refinement and Instrumentation o€ tRarticipatory Design Methodology”, the
processes of elaboration and validation of LORefgly ‘Learning Services’ or LS) were described
as follows (Daele et al., 2007, pp. 26-27):

The pedagogical developers and the CoPs delegatéseamain actors of this

process. CoPs members get also involved for thdatadn of the services.

The LS are defined in the D.IMP.03. We specify dhédinition by adding that

the LS is composed of the description of a learrstigtegy, methodological

and information resources, and a support stratedyetset up for supporting

the CoPs members learnihdhey may thus consist in grids of observation or

analysis, checklists, ways to organise the CoP,letaddition, three types of

LS are developed:

1. Services that support the improvement of CoPs mesractice;

% Now at the end of the project, we would simply treeterm “scenario” rather than “learning strategyy
“support strategy”. In the presentation of the LORthis deliverable, we rather use the term “sdefia
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2. Services that support the development or the osgtion of the
communities;

3. Services to support the choice of fT8nd their appropriation by the
members.

Each of these types of services is designed by gogilzal developers in

interaction with CoPs delegates and is validatatl tie participation of CoPs

members. They are developed following a particigajgedagogical design

method and based on CoPs learning and developmexlelsn that are

conceived through the PALETTE research. The gersmtspecific scenarios

as well as the CoPs activity models inform the glesif the services.

Figure 4 — Developing LS (Daele et al., 2007, p.)27
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In line with that report, the table 6 suggests rieationship between the Generic Scenarios (see
D.IMP.08) and the LORs. At the intersection betwegeneric Scenarios and LORs, each cell
describes their objectives. By relating the LORthwiie Generic Scenarios, we assume that the LORs
will play both a role of “downward contextualizatioand a role of “upward contextualization”
(Badker & Christiansen, 1997; Engestréom, 1990). ThdRs are designed for supporting the daily
management and activities of the CoPs but thedticel with the Generic Scenarios put forward other
possibilities, other possible activities and ohijext that a CoP could take up.

® Integrated Technological Services.
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Table 6 — Generic Scenarios and objectives of LORs

Types of Learning and Organisational Resources

Managing, supporting
and evaluating
(individual and
collective, and

informal and formal)

learning

Organising,
managing, developing,
and evaluating CoPs

Choosing and
(individually and
collectively)
appropriating tools,
supporting CoPs in
conceiving scenarios
of tools uses

Types of Generic Scenarios

‘Reification’ :

- Producing CoP resources
(e.g., documents)

- Enriching CoP resources
with semantic information

- Searching for CoP
resources

- Reusing CoP resources

- Build Cop memory

Identifying learning

needs, suggesting way
for individual

reification of practices-

knowledge, evaluating

the learning activities
and events

Suggesting ways for

s collective reification of
practices-knowledge;
evaluating the activitieg

Suggesting scenarios ¢
uses for reification of
practices-knowledge

‘Debate & Decide”

- Debating about an issue
- Arguing

- Decision making

- Keeping informed about
the above third processes

Confronting arguments
changing one’s view,
enabling cognitive
conflicts and their
positive resolution, etc

, Negotiating, discussing
and making decisions
about the activities of

the CoPs

, Negotiating, discussing
and making decisions
about the choices and

uses of tools

‘I[dentity building’ :

- Managing CoPs activities
- Managing CoPs membersg
- Managing CoPs events

- Managing CoPs resource
respecting to CoPs activitie
- Keeping informed about
the above activities

D

S

Social learning,
situating the memberg
and their competencesg
developing collective

activities that enable
learning

(Auto)diagnosing CoP
needs; elaborating ang
, organising specific
activities; analysing
conditions for
emergence and
sustainability

Matching different

1 types of activities with

types of (PALETTE or

non-PALETTE) tools
and scenarios

=

There are three types of LOR related to the Gergranarios:
Managing, supporting and evaluating (individual andcollective, and informal and formal)
learning: these LORs are to be used by CoPs coordinatonseanbers, for instance, in order to
identify learning needs, identify key competencésnembers that could be used for addressing
specific domain issues, evaluate members’ learthirgugh CoPs activities, etc.
Organising, managing, developing, and evaluating s these LORs identify typical CoPs
activities (i.e. the Generic Scenarios) and progdece for their organisation.

Choosing and (individually and collectively) appropiating tools, supporting CoPs in
conceiving scenarios of tools usethese LORs advise CoPs moderators or membefseamst of
specific tools for specific activities and waysfficiently appropriate them.

1.

5.3 References to existing resources

Many tools have been developed in the last yearshi® CoPs coordinators/moderators to manage
their group. We examined some typical examples sscthose provided by Wenger, McDermott, &
Snyder (2002). Specific Knowledge Management tdwse also been distributed by dedicated
organisations. They are presented in the form oft<hctivity scenario to carry out with a group of
professionals. Here are the examples we referred to
http://www.daretoshare.ch/en/Dare_To_Share/Knovdetitpnagement_Toolkit
http://www.odi.org.uk/RAPID/publications/Documerksd_toolkit web.pdf
http://www.cefrio.qc.ca/pdf/GuideCommunautes.pdffrench)

http://www.cpsquare.org/

http://www.icohere.com/webcommunities_practice.htm
http://knowledge.usaid.gov/communityhome.html
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= http://mwww.km4dev.org/wiki/index.php/Community _Kntedge
= http://www.learning-to-fly.org
= http://www.library.nhs.uk/KnowledgeManagement/

These tools allow coordinators to support their @bEifferent stages, manage the activities ofrthei
CoP, as well as support the learning of the membersvaluate their functioning. They are often
oriented towards knowledge management activities foMnd these examples as particularly inspiring
both through the activities they suggest and tf@im. We kept some characteristics that we found
relevant for our purpose. For us, the LORs hacetbdsed on several principles:

= Each LOR should be presented as a short text oinmex 3 pages.

= If a LOR proposes an activity or any process, cieps should be described detailing the actions
and the different stakeholders.

lllustrations and tables should be used as mugossible.

Examples of uses by CoPs should be provided.

A summary of each LOR (“credit card” size) shouddavailable.

Related resources on the Web or within PALETTE &hbe proposed.

5.4 Structure of a LOR

We then conceived a LOR as a scenario of activegcdbed into a short form (1-2 pages maximum)
to implement with a CoP. Each LOR is presenteavalhg these common fields:

1. Title (a short and smatrt title with possibly a lengub-title)

2. A brief summary of the LOR (“bank card” format)s ibbjective (1 line), target public, scenario (1
line), possible technological tool(s) supporting gtenario (1 line)

3. Objective(s): purpose of the LOR as well as itgeapublic (CoP members and/or coordinator)

4. Scenario: the story of its use within a CoP, higifiing the different steps, the possible aspects
that happen at a distance or in face-to-face mdue,roles of the participants, the expected
number of participants, etc.

5. Examples of technological tools (PALETTE or non-FALTE) that could support the scenario

6. Examples of uses by CoPs from different domainseth@n the specific scenarios)

7. Links to external further resources (such as tipoesented in the section 5.3 here above).
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5.5 PALETTE LORs

The version of the LORs presented here is the seriat has been trialled and evaluated by CoPs
(see section 6, p. 53). The amended versions thigetrials are available in SweetWiki pages at this
address: http://argentera.inria.fr:8080/swikipa&ietata/Lor/LorHome.jsp. They will also be available
on the PALETTE website as PDF files: http:/paletteim.org/. On SweetWiki, the LORs could
continue to evolve after the end of the project Titles have always the same form: Type of LOR (1,
2 or 3), Type of Generic Scenario that it is relas Name, and Short Wiki name.

5.5.1 LORs 1: Managing, supporting and evaluating (indivdual and collective, and informal
and formal) learning

Here is the list of LORs in this category. They egkated to each Generic Scenario. Their Wiki short
names are cited in brackets.

1. Related to ‘Reification’:
Understanding the perceived needs of CoP membesdBbP)
Analysing individual learning processes (AnalysiegtningProc)
Sharing good practices and lessons learned (Gociif&rs)
What and how am | learning? (WhatHow)
Individual issue analysis (Individuallssue)
2. Related to ‘Debate & Decide’:
= Connecting individual objectives with CoP activati@bjectivesActivities)
» The learning SWOT (LearningSwot)
3. Related to ‘Identity building’:
= Mapping your community of practice (MapCoP)
» Yellow Pages and map of competences (YellowPages)
= How to define an ontology? (DefineOntology)
» Elaborating CoP charter and policy (CharterPolicy)
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1. LOR1 - GS ‘Reification’: Understanding the percésed needs of CoP members (NeedCoP)

Summary
= Objective: for the CoP coordinators, to analysedthiectives and needs of the CoP members.
= Scenario: use of a questionnaire, presentationeofasults, and elaboration of adapted activities.

Objectives

The objective of this activity is for CoP coordioet to gain a sense what CoP members wish to gain
from their involvement in the CoP, in terms of wiest they are focused on developing their own
expertise or developing the community. In examirtimg responses of members to the questionnaire,
CoP coordinators can develop a sense of the doatdigities that CoP members will perceive as most
useful in developing their knowledge and/or pradicThe activity can also be used to encourage CoP
members to discuss their different views of how @&P can support the development of their
knowledge and practices.

Scenario
CoP coordinators give the following statementsG@oP members to respond to. This can be done on-
line or on a paper based inventory.

Beside each statement please thick the boxStrongly | Disagree| Neutral | Agree | Strongly
that most accurately reflects your interests|imisagree agree
X

1. Within this group, | am more interested in
developing my expertise than helping othefs
to develop theirs*.

2. My focus in participating in this group is
to change how we all do things.

3. Within this group, | am more interested in
the views of experts than peers*.

4. I'd rather participate in shared activities
than listen to what the experts have to say

5. The best thing about being involved in th
group is the way that it allows me to chang
my practice.*

S

[¢)

6. The best thing about being involved in this
group is the helping the group as a whole to
develop.

7. ... X

8. ... X

The responses are scored from 1 (strongly disagoeB)(strongly agree), with the scores for items
with an *’ reversed (items 1, 3, and 5). The lovitbe overall score, the more CoP members are
interested in developing their own practice thavetleping communal activities. CoP coordinators can
use this tool to examine the focus of individualnmbers, as well as to examine the differences
between CoP members.

The CoP coordinator can use items 7 and 8 to cifi¢hkre are important activities missing from the
guestionnaire. In the guidance to the questionn@io® members can be advised: “If the items do not
reflect your interests in the CoP, please add ditiadal item that reflects your interests as iténif
there are activities that would like the CoP NOEtgage in, please add it as item 8.”

The results of the poll can be displayed with aydien in “spider” or “radar” allowing comparing the
individual views and collective on the items con&l in the questionnaire. This would allow
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discussion of the similarities and differences lestmw CoP members’ views of the most useful focus of
CoP activities.

This activity can be followed by the activity “Coeating individual objectives with CoP activities
(ObjectivesActivities — http://argentera.inria.0@)/swikipalette/data/Lor/ObjectivesActivities.j5p)
for matching identified needs with activities.

Tools to support activity

Example of uses by CoPs

This tool is still in development. The items neede trialled with a number of CoPs and the order o

the items probably needs to be changed. Once é¢nesihave been trialled with around 100 CoP
members then the alpha reliability of the scalelmainvestigated, which could lead to the amendment
or removal of some items.

Links to further resources
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2. LOR1 — GS ‘Reification’: Analysing individual learning processes (AnalysingLearningProc)

Summary

= Objective: to identify the learning processes exgered by the CoP members.
= Scenario: a questionnaire that the coordinatoulztes to the members.

= Tools: paper/pen questionnaire or online questimar{&oogleDocs) or CoPe_it!

Objectives

This LOR aims at identifying the main or preferiedrning processes adopted by the CoP members
throughout the CoP activities. It is a questiommdirat the coordinator can circulate. On the bakis
the answers to this questionnaire, the coordinzgnrthen organise specific activities oriented tolwa
the preferred learning processes of the members.

Scenario

CoP coordinators give the following statementsni@mbers to respond to. This can be done on-line
or on a paper based inventory. The two last rowsheftable can be used for identifying other

statements with which the members strongly agredisagree. The members write themselves new
statements that they agree or disagree with. ThE Gmordinator can also possibly add other

statements to the questionnaire.

In the statements, the term “CoP” can be changedh® name of the specific CoP. The terms
“knowledge/practices” and “experts” can be changedvell for better expressions related to a specifi
CoP context.

Beside each statement please thick the boxStrongly | Disagree| Neutral | Agree | Strongly
that most accurately reflects your interests|imisagree agree
X

1. Through the activities of the CoP, |

develop my knowledge/practices through
presentations by experts and discussions with
them.

2. Through the activities of the CoP, |

develop my knowledge/practices through
discussions of practical issues with the other
members of the CoP.

3. I develop my knowledge/practices thanks
to informal personal discussions with other
members.

4. | develop my knowledge/practices thanks
to collective activities organised within the
CoP.

5. I develop my knowledge/practices thanks
to useful readings shared within the CoP.

6. Personal suggestion. X

7. Personal suggestion. X

In addition, a question can be added to the questioe asking the members to tell in a few
paragraphs a personal learning experience thatmectcduring the last activities (formal or informal

of the CoP. The coordinator can identify in theseocaints the main processes of learning experienced
by the members.

The results of the survey can also be shared arabrige members in order they situate their own
preferred learning process regarding the other reeshbbne or the collective one. The results can be
displayed through a diagram in “spider” or “radar”.
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Tools to support activity

= GoogleDocs (http://docs.google.com/) can be usedrimating an online questionnaire and getting
the answers into a spreadsheet that can then ddargeresenting the results into graphics.

= With CoPe_it! (http://copeit.cti.gr/), the coordina can prepare a map with the five proposed
statements as ideas. The members add their owimoonpinegarding the five statements. Their
opinion takes the form of ideas, related to thes fimain statements. If they agree with the
statement, they colour the link green while if tllgyagree with the statement, they colour the link
red. Once each member has added his/her ideadirgarach statement, the coordinator can
change the desktop view into a formal view. He/g8ien will see the green and red opinions
regarding each of the five statements.

Example of uses by CoPs

Links to further resources

= This LOR is similar to the WhatHow (http://argemsténria.fr:8080/swikipalette/data/
Lor/WhatHow.jsp) LOR but is restricted to the arsidy of the members’ personal learning
experience.

= An example of use with GoogleDocs can be found ahis t address:
http://spreadsheets.google.com/viewform?key=pJflgOMzmfZ-Im1gRCSw.
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3. LOR1 - GS ‘Reification’: Sharing good practicesand lessons learned (GoodPractices)

Summary

= Objective: to describe professional practices inouss situations related to important issues.
= Scenario: discussion based on individual experi@mckpractices of the participants.

= Tools: paper/pen, Amaya, SweetWiki or discussionra

Objectives

The objective of this LOR is to collect the goodgiices experienced by the CoP members in various
professional situations. The members are askeddorithe their practices regarding a specific téyyic
highlighting the lessons they learned about knosamientious or particularly difficult) issues asliwe

as the practices they would advise other profeatsoabout these issues. The CoP can then have a
shared repertoire of described practices from éapeed professionals. These practices can finaly b
discussed and negotiated.

Scenario

The activity is described as it took place in fawdace mode. However, it also can be organised at
distance through different media (see the ‘Toastion below). In face-to-face the activity lashoat

3 hours (one half day) with a group of 8 to 12 ipgrants.

1. The group chooses one or two topics of discusstatad to well-known professional issues. The
issues will preferably be related to contentiousddficult professional situations so that the
discussion leads to a debate.

2. Regarding these issues, the participants are askiadividually think about 3 questions (they can
take personal notes):
= Have | already experienced this issue? If yes, kowld | describe my experience (when,

where, with whom, what did | do, why)?
= From this experience, what are the lessons | le&@nehat did | keep from this experience
and what do | no longer do?
» From this experience, what are the good practitatsitcould pass on to others? What advice
could | pass on?
If more than one issue have been chosen, it cagobd that each member presents his/her
experience/practices regarding only one of theeisdhat he/she chooses. This will help to safe
time and to allow each one to present one’s expegie

3. Each participant tells his/her story. In a firgpstthe coordinator and the other participantsasin
questions of clarification or for detailing the penal lessons learned and good practices.
Afterwards, a discussion can be held in order toatke the good practices that each one would
keep.

At this stage the role of the coordinator is impottfor regulating the debate. What is discussed
must remain the practices of the members, not gralpers themselves as persons.

4. The coordinator or an assistant takes notes inr @aodshare the experiences, lessons learned and
good practices after the meeting.

5. At the end, the coordinator evaluates the meetingitzulating a little questionnaire asking the
participants the positive and negative aspecteeftliscussion as well as their learning outcomes.

Tools to support activity

= In order to take notes during the discussion, theordinator can use Amaya
(http://www.w3.org/Amaya/) with an appropriate tdatp. The file produced can then be easily
shared or displayed on a web page. When severalgdi®ns will have been organised, the format
of the reports will allow easily searching and iegspieces of contents for other purposes (an
annual report of the CoP activity for example).

= SweetWiki (http://argentera.inria.fr:8080/) canaalbe used in order to take note during the
meeting. After the meeting, the members can thentaeir additional comments.
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= |If the discussion takes place at a distance, itbmorganised through a forum during a specific
period of time (for example, one week). The cooathn will have to take care that each
participant takes part in the presentation of tesgnal experiences and in the discussion.

Example of uses by CoPs
= In the CoP of the Learn-Nett tutors, this LOR igamised in 5 steps during the tutors’ training
(one day synchronous training at a distance)
a. The participants form sub-groups of 3-4 tutors. yThave to discuss 3 or 4 cases of
pedagogical situations with students. They useaardom.
b. Each member of the group presents his/her own exper regarding each case.
c. A debate is organised. The goal is to write togegheommon solution to each case.
d. The sub-groups present their solutions in a plemageting (visioconference). The
members of the other sub-groups can comment agjzesstions.
e. The coordinator and volunteers write the cases @ogosed solutions in SweetWiki
pages.

Links to further resources

= http://www.daretoshare.ch/en/Dare_To_Share/Knovdetitpnagement_Toolkit/Good_Practice
at this address, further resources are proposespaok off practices. The presentation is in
English, German, French and Spanish.
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4. LORL1 - GS ‘Reification’: What and how am | learring? (WhatHow)

Summary

= Objective: to analyse one’s learning processesattbmes.
= Scenario: personal reflection on specific statement

= Tools: paper/pen exercise, CoPe_it!

Objectives

This LOR is to be used by individual members of &dPaims at supporting a member in identifying
his/her learning processes and outcomes throughehiparticipation in a CoP. It is based on the
model of learning developed through the analysisCoP members’ learning accounts. For the
members, this self-analysis can highlight preferieatning situations and activities or turn their
attention to other learning processes that theydcdevelop. For the coordinator, to better know the
learning experience of the members can help toga@pand organise specific activities.

Scenario
1. The coordinator circulates the table below askimg members to situate themselves into the
different categories:

How am | learning? What am | learning?
| learn from experts. | acquire new information.
| learn from the other members. | consolidate mgteng

knowledge/practices.
| learn thanks to my participation in the CoR | change my knowledge/practices.

activities.

We learn together thanks to our common | We consolidate our communal

participation in the CoP activities. knowledge/practices.

Personal suggestion We change our communal knowledge/practice
Personal suggestion We change the practices of the profession.

Personal suggestion
Personal suggestion

For each statement, the CoP member evaluates hownefahe is concerned; he/she finds
examples; he/she evaluates how the statementsehdidhnot choose would be interesting for
him/her.

The members may also match the statements inrdtecéilumn with the statements in the second
one. For example, when “I learn from experts”, iaage my knowledge/practice”.

2. The coordinator can collect the self-analysis afhemmember and situate the preferred learning
processes as well as to have a view of the peitédeening outcomes at one moment.

Tools to support activity

= CoPe._it! (hitp://copeit.cti.gr/) can be used fopporting the matching between the two columns.
Each member can add links (red or green) betweensthtements of each column. The
preferences of the group can then be easily disglay

Example of uses by CoPs

Links to further resources

= This LOR is similar to the LOR ‘Analysing individla learning processes’
(http://argentera.inria.fr:8080/swikipalette/datalAnalysingLearningProc.jsp) but extends the
self-analysis to the outcomes of learning.
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5. LOR1 — GS ‘Reification’: Individual issue analyss (Individuallssue)

Summary

= Objective: to discuss an individual professionalissand propose solutions.

= Scenario: presentation and discussion of an indalicssue and reification of the experience.
= Tools: SweetWiki, Amaya, or word processor

Objectives
The objective is to discuss a personal issue expegd by a CoP member and to propose answers to
this issue that the presenter will implement irhés practice.

Scenario

The activity is based on a face-to-face discusthahcould last between 1 and 2 hours. The groap ca
be composed of 8 to 12 participants. The coordinslould play the role of the moderator of the
discussion and avoid expressing his/her own pdiniesv on what is discussed.

1. One voluntary participant proposes the discussipict a professional situation in which he/she
experienced a dilemma, or felt to not have chokerright behaviour, or felt to not know what to
do. The situation should be based on a persorahdila or a contentious topic. The presenter is
free to present his/her situation during about iftutes. Nobody should interrupt the presentation.

2. The other participants ask questions of clarifwatiHere, the coordinator/moderator should avoid
guestions that are judgments of the situation toas of the presenter. The presenter answers the
questions.

3. The other participants then propose actions toempht in such situations. There is no debate at
this stage. Each participant tells his/her solionturns.

4. The presenter summarizes the different solutiongediions of clarification may arise) and tells
which one he/she finds the most suitable to hisffesonal situation. Again, the coordinator
makes sure on the non-judgement of the questichsuaswers.

5. The presenter elaborates an action plan for impiimg the chosen solution. The other
participants propose possible advices.

After or during the activity, the coordinator oparticipant can take notes for describing the sibba
the proposed solutions and the chosen action plamaccount (anonymous) can then be shared.

After the meeting, the presenter will implement thetion plan. A second meeting can then be
organised in order to debrief the implemented actind possibly refocus it. The results of the actio
can be reported by the coordinator and shared.

Tools to support activity

For the discussion itself, there is no need of.tétdwever, during or after the discussion, the
coordinator or a participant can use SweetWiki p(hHaweetwiki.inria.fr/), Amaya
(http://www.w3.org/Amaya/) or a word processor imder to summarize the discussion and proposed
solutions, and share it with all the participants.

Example of uses by CoPs

Links to further resources

= A short practical guide of the “Co-développement ofgssionnel” in French:
http://provirtuel.com/doc/gr-codeveloppement.html.

= Questions and answers  about  Professional Codeveldpm http://www.cva-
acfp.ca/annual_conference_2001_reports/ConfereA@&20rkshop5EnglishWeb.htm.
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6. LOR1 — GS ‘Debate & Decide: Connecting individal objectives with CoP activities
(ObjectivesActivities)

Summary

= Objective: to plan activities related to the indwal objectives and needs of the CoP members.

= Scenario: analysis of the NeedCoP activity by tlerdinator, then face-to-face or online
discussion with the members, and finally decisia@kimg on the activities to organise.

= Tools: forum, (collaborative) mind mapping softwarewveb service

Objectives

After having identified the individual objectived the CoP members (see LOR NeedCoP), this
activity aims at supporting CoP coordinators toedep suitable activities. The objective is thus to
connect activities with the perceived needs andativjes of the members.

Scenario

1. First the coordinator organises a discussion alfoeitobjectives of each member through the
activity ‘NeedCoP’. Through this activity, the cdarator can have a global view of the focus of
the members of the CoP.

2. Different types of activities may be organised wat&oP. They can be individual, group-based or
organised with the whole group. They can be focusedpecific professional practices (how to),
professional issues and challenges (status, dewelopof the profession, relations with other
professionals, etc.), projects, etc. The LOR2 mted range of CoP activities.

Regarding the results of the questionnaire usédermprevious activity (NeedCoP), the coordinator

can identify tendencies in the objectives of thenbers:

» whether the members are more focused on their pargevelopment or the group’s one;

= whether the members are willing to change theictiras and views or rather to confirm their
existing ones;

= whether they prefer to learn from experts or tashdth peers.

The coordinator can also identify whether the membather feel experts or novices.

3. The coordinator prepares a brief report of theltesaf the survey (2 or 3 slides) and proposes a
list of activities in line with the results (seeethOR?2).

4. The members can comment the results and propasalgropose their own ideas.

5. The result of the activity is a list of activiti#fgat the coordinator plans.

Tools to support activity
Tools may be used if the activity takes place distance:
= aforum that allows reading the comments of eaehatrone place.
= a collaborative mind mapping software can be used :
* Bubbl.us (http://www.bubbl.us/), nice and easy $e application.
= a CoPe_it! workspace (http://copeit.cti.gr), PALEH Bervice that allows creating a map in
which the coordinator can add the different typemdividual objectives, and links between
these objectives and proposals of activities. Theenivers can then add their own ideas of
activities into the same map and comment the idéadhers. Synchronous discussions may
also be organised for directly discussing the dkffi ideas.

Example of uses by CoPs
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Links to further resources

= The LOR NeedCoP (http://argentera.inria.fr:8080kipdlette/data/Lor/NeedCoP.jsp) can be
organised before the present LOR in order to ifietitie individual objectives and needs of the
CoP members.

=  LORZ2 (http://argentera.inria.fr:8080/swikipalettata/L or/OrganisingCoPs.jsp) propose a range of
CoP activities classified following 3 main axesfommal/formal, community/domain-oriented,
short/project activities.
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7. LOR1 — GS ‘Debate & Decide’: The learning SWOT I(earningSwot)

Summary

= Objective: to identify the main learning procestes occur in a CoP.

= Scenario: group discussion about the Strengths kiésaes, Opportunities and Threats (SWOT)
of the learning processes experienced in the CoP.

= Tools: Amaya, SweetWiki, CoPe_it!

Objectives

The objective of this LOR is to evaluate the leagnprocesses that occur in the CoP. It is about a
group discussion aiming at identifying the Stresgtthe Weaknesses, the Opportunities and the
Threats of the learning processes experiencedeb€t* members.

Scenario

1. The coordinator organises a group discussion @kfgon a face to face mode. This discussion
may last between 1 and 2 hours.

2. Firstly, the discussion is oriented towards thestpa order to evaluate the activities of the CoP
from the learning point of view. The main questasked is: ‘From the learning point of view,
what are the Strengths and the Weaknesses of théties organised by the CoP in the last
months?’. Other sub-questions can be asked suclbigsthe activities support learning of the
members?’, ‘What are the outcomes of the activitieserms of learning?’, ‘Did they enable
efficient learning process: analysis, reflectioebates, etc.?’, etc.

3. Secondly, the discussion is oriented towards theuré’ in order to identify the future
Opportunities and possible Threats. The main quess: ‘From the learning point of view, what
are the Opportunities that we could take up andtwabhathe Threats that we should expect and
avoid?’. More specific questions could be askedhsas: ‘What kind of activities could we
organise in order to meet the objectives and neédhe members?’, ‘What kind of activities
could we organise in order to meet the preferredniag processes of the members?’, ‘What
should we avoid?’, etc.

4. Finally, the coordinator writes a report and praoa list of decisions (activities that could be
organised). The CoP members can then expressajieions regarding these proposals and vote
(or negotiate).

Tools to support activity

= In order to take notes during the discussion, theordinator can use Amaya
(http://lwww.w3.org/Amaya/) with an appropriate tdatp. The file produced can then be easily
shared or displayed on a web page. When severalgdi®ns will have been organised, the format
of the reports will allow easily searching and iegspieces of contents for other purposes (an
annual report of the CoP activity for example).

= SweetWiki (http://sweetwiki.inria.fr/) can also lbsed in order to take note during the meeting.
After the meeting, the members can then add tldeiitianal comments.

= In order to debate and decide the future activities organise by the CoP, CoPe_it!
(http://copeit.cti.gr/) can be used. The coordinatan open a workspace with a list of possible
activities and the members express their opiniosaaguments towards or against each proposal.

Example of uses by CoPs

Links to further resources

= http://www.daretoshare.ch/en/Dare_To_Share/Knovdetitpnagement_Toolkit/SWOT is a
general resource on SWOT analysis in CoPs, notssadéy focused on learning. Further texts in
English, French, German and Spanish are presented.
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8. LOR1 — GS ‘Identity building’: Mapping your community of practice (MapCoP)

Summary

= Objective: to highlight how CoP coordinator and nbens picture their CoP.

= Scenario: a reading is proposed, then some questios asked for generating discussion and
debate within sub-groups, finally the sub-grouparshtheir view through maps they draw on
papers.

Objectives

To be used by CoP coordinators, so that they camagsense of how CoP members see their CoP. To
give CoP members access to ideas about CoPs, goc#imedraw on these to think about their
participation within their CoP. For CoP memberg&in a sense of the different ways in which other
CoP members experience the CoP.

Scenario

1. This activity can take place in a face to face isassr on-line. If it is conducted in a face to éac
session, then it will take about two hours to ccetel

2. The CoP coordinator asks the CoP members to readetcription of communities of practice on
Etienne Wenger's Website: http://www.ewenger.corutlg/index.htm. A document in French
can also be used: https://www.cefrio.qc.ca/uplo#Bi?l GuideCommunautes.pdf, pages 8 to 16
(foreword by Etienne Wenger) or the chapter 2 gep&1 to 24.

3. The CoP coordinator asks CoP members to use thiing as the basis for a discussion of the
extent to which their group can be considered a.ddfe CoP members should be split into
groups of four and discuss their answers to tHeviahg questions:
= How would you define the domain of your group? Whégrest do you share as a group?
= How would you define its community? Who are cent@hmunity members? Who are at the

periphery?
= How would you define its practice? What are theietoand tools that you share?
»  What criticisms do you have of the notion of Comityiof Practice in relation to your CoP?

4. Based on this discussion, the CoP coordinator @s&ls small group to draw a map or diagram of
the CoP, which illustrates the relative positiofiglifferent members, the ways in which different
members work together, and the different directionshich the CoP could move in the future.

5. The different groups share their maps of the CaPdiscuss their similarities and differences.

Tools to support activity
In a face-to-face environment, CoP members willdnaeprint out of the Etienne Wenger piece and
access to pens and Al paper for drawing the mapadia

In an on-line environment, CoP members will neatilsgaussion space and a shared area in which to
construct and then publish their maps/diagrams.

Example of uses by CoPs

This activity has been piloted with two cohortstoé Lancaster Doctoral Programme in a face-to-face
environment. Feedback from CoP members indicatatlitiprovided a very helpful space for them to
think about how they worked together as a group fzmd they were positioned in relation to other
members of the doctoral programme.

Links to further resources
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9. LOR1 — GS ‘Identity building’: Yellow Pages andmap of competences (YellowPages)

Summary

= Objective: to introduce the CoP members through lersonal knowledge and competences.

= Scenario: the members introduce themselves intorarmn form and then share their presentation
with the other members.

= Tools: CoPe_it!, SweetWiki, eLogbook, presentasoftware

Objectives

The objectives of this activity are:

= to allow members introducing themselves into th®Co

= to identify who holds what knowledge and competsnce

The coordinator can then map the knowledge and etenpes that the members hold together.

Scenario

1. The coordinator systematically asks the new CoP lmeesinformation in order to identify them:
* pame, first name, photo;
= contact information: email or phone or identityanline communication networks (Skype,

MSN, ICQ...);

address of personal website or blog;

actual position and description of work;

a few reasons why they are member of the CoP;

assets: personal knowledge and practices, experiispecific topics related to the domain of

the CoP;
» needs and objectives while participating in the CoP
» apersonal presentation (one or two paragraphs).

2. The coordinator gathers the answers and publisipegy@ for each member (on a private website
for example).

3. The coordinator maps the competences and objectdfeshe members with a software
(PowerPoint, OO0 presentation, CoPe_it!...).

4. The members could have a global view of the knogdednd competences held by the CoP and
that can be shared within the community. Hence tay contact any other CoP member in case
they have any question or issue regarding thefiepstonal practice.

Tools to support activity

= CoPe._it! (http://copeit.cti.gr/) can be used forppiag the assets of the members. The members
can also use the map for adding or changing theezies of the map.

= SweetWiki (http://sweetwiki.inria.fr/) can be uskt each member creating his/her personal page.
The coordinator will provide a template with thet lbf information to share.

= elLogbook (http://elogbook.epfl.ch/) can be usedelach member creating his/her personal page.

Example of uses by CoPs

Links to further resources
= http://www.daretoshare.ch/en/Dare_To_Share/Knovdetitpnagement_Toolkit/Yellow_Pages
proposes further presentations of a YellowPagesitgan English, German, French and Spanish.
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10. LOR1 — GS ‘Identity building’: How to define an ontology (DefineOntology)

Summary

An ontology is a representation of a domain, wit different concepts implied and relations between
these concepts. The aim of the ontology is to pgepan unambiguous and unanimous view of the
domain addressed. In the context of the developwiekhnowledge management services, an ontology
enables to annotate CoP resources in addition tiehtbe notion of CoP. It is an interesting exercis
for the members of a CoP to define their own omgjplas it helps them to clarify the representation
they have concerning their practices and as itshiéslpm to arrive to a consensus concerning the way
they define the vocabulary they use and the reldiEiween the terms.

Most of CoPs accumulate a lot of documents thataaeglable on multiple platforms and that are
disseminated in various servers. BayFac was deasimmallow CoPs to have a unique Web platform
where most of its documents could be stored. Bayd-ased as a platform that stores files, in otder
search and classify these according to specificeqots, defined in a CoP specific ontology. Thetfce
used in BayFac are chosen to classify and searéh résources. These facets are taken from the
ontology of the CoP.

The ontology represents the different conceptsveténg in the CoP practice. As the list of themati
are specific to each CoP, it is up to CoP memlzefmild their own ontology. It is an important step
that involves CoP members, and their view of tipeaictice. The members, with help of researchers,
have to design their own practice ontology, whidh pe exploited by BayFac.

Objectives
The objective of this LOR is to help CoPs that wiantise BayFac or any ontology-based service to
design their own ontology.

Scenario

1. The CoP moderator enrols members who want to wotke ontology definition.

2. CoPs members identify the thematic and main cosctyat are commonly shared within their
CoP. From the list of these concepts, the ontols@ its beginning and can be deployed through
the relations between the concepts and their ptieper A tool like Protege
(http://protege.stanford.edu) can be used to kmuitth an ontology.

3. CoP moderator proposes this ontology to all CoP beemand asks for validation of it.

4. Once the ontology is designed, facets are detedniyechoosing some concepts or relations to
exploit. Facets are then created by developersayFBc following the information listed in the
BayFac Installation Guide (see the tools below).

Tools to support activity

= BayFac User Guide: http://prod.palette.tudor.lefihelp/

= BayFac Installation Guide: http://prod.palette.tulidfiles/Installation_process.doc
= Protégé: http://protege.stanford.edu

Example of uses by CoPs

The ontology definition has been done with memizdérhe CoP e-learning. Once it was decided to
use BayFac as a shared repository for CoP menthermoderator and 4 members (focus group) have
started to work on the thematic of the CoP. Aftaneeting, members have started to review their
collective documents and have listed the themhtt were exchanging about. A member of the CoP
has worked with a developer of BayFac to understhedwvay the facets (elements of the ontology)
were used in the tool. She has helped the memibehe docus group to define the ontology and the
facets to put into the tool. Once members of tlreigogroup have finished building the ontology, they
have presented it during a face-to-face meetingllt€oP members. Feed-backs and questions have
allowed focus group members to propose to BayFsaeldpers a finalized ontology and the different
facets to add to BayFac.
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Links to further resources

= Tifous, A., El Ghali, A., Dieng-Kuntz, R., Giboiw\., Evangelou, C., Vidou, G. An Ontology for
Supporting Communities of Practice. The Fourthrim&onal Conference on Knowledge Capture
(K-CAP’2007), 28-31 October 2007, Whistler, BC, @da (http://palette.ercim.org/images/
Publications/kcap2007-tifous-et-al-final.pdf)
Abstract: The approach, used in the PALETTE prdjeaevelop Knowledge Management (KM)
services, is based on an ontology dedicated to @o&®uilt from analysis of information sources
about eleven CoPs available in the project. Thislogy aims both at modelling the members of
CoPs and annotating CoP knowledge resources. Tiier gascribes the method for building this
meta-ontology, valid for several CoPs, and itscétme and contents.

= Tifous, A., ElI Ghali, A., Giboin, A., Dieng-KuntzR. O’CoP, an Ontology Dedicated to
Communities of Practice. 7th International Conferenon Knowledge Management (i-
KNOW'2007), 5-7 September 2007, Graz, Austria (iMpalette.ercim.org/images/Publications/
iknow2007_tifous-et-al_final.pdf)
Abstract: The PALETTE project dedicated to learnim@ommunities of Practice (CoPs) aims to
offer several services for CoPs, in particular Klezlge Management (KM) services based on an
ontology dedicated to each particular CoPs , theadled O’'CoP. Built from information sources
about each of the PALETTE CoPs, O'CoP aims bothmatelling a specific CoP and at
annotating the CoP own knowledge resources.

= PALETTE deliverable: D.KNO.05 “Extensions of O’CoBntology” (http://palette.ercim.org/
images/stories/DocumentPDF/d.kno.05-final.pdf).sTiheliverable reports several experiments of
development of CoP-specific ontologies. For eachP Gmwnsidered, the methods used for
developing the CoP-dedicated ontology, the ontoitapif and the lessons learnt form its building
or from its use are reported in this deliverableafter 4 and 5 of this document describe the
Form@HETICE and Learn-Nett ontologies, developeadefuabling the classification of the two
CoPs documents through the BayFac service.
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11. LOR1 — GS ‘Identity building’: Elaborating CoP charter and policy (CharterPolicy)

Summary

= Objective: to elaborate a CoP charter.

= Scenario: debate with the CoP members in ordegitp the identity of the CoP
= Tools: SweetWiki, CoPe _it!

Objectives

The objective of this LOR is to elaborate a chaofethe CoP by defining its domain, main objectives
members’ general profile, main activities, projecfdans, expected outcomes, objectives of
development, etc. It is related to the three genstenarios: ‘Reification’, ‘Debate & Decide’ and
‘Identity building’. The coordinator organises abdée within the CoP. This discussion can be held
from time to time (once a year for example) in orteredefine the charter and take into account
change in the CoP context.

This LOR can be particularly helpful for CoPs thave developed spontaneously in order to
undertake as a way of reflecting on their develapraed planning their future direction.

Scenario
1. The coordinator with core members elaborates afisjuestions to answer regarding what their
CoP is and will be. An external consultant may betacted for this. The questions can be related
to:
= ABOUT WHAT has this CoP been created? This is altbetdefinition of the professional
domain of the CoP (e.g.: teaching, engineering, puger science, etc.), and possibly the
identification of its specific context (e.g.: teauip science in primary school, engineering in
public building, programming in Java, etc.).
= WHY has the CoP been created? This question istabewbjectives of the CoP. They can be
internal (defined by the core members for exampiegxternal (defined by the institution or
company that hosts the CoP). The CoP can also @jguelpractical terms the term of office
defined by the institution or company.
= WHO are the members? This is about the main exgettaracteristics of the CoP members
(students, professionals, apprentice, or all taggthheir level of competencies, etc.
* FOR WHOM? What is the audience of the CoP? Onlynteenbers or other employees of the
institution or the external public?
= HOW? What kind of activities will be organised?
=  WHEN? What will be the pace of the CoP? The adtisitan be organised weekly, monthly,
etc.
» WHERE? This is related to the possible blendingfaufe to face activities and distance
activities, individually at home or collectively tite work place.
»  WITH WHICH TOOLS? What will be the tools used fammecting the members, reifying the
practice, communicating information, etc.? (see #ie LOR3).
=  WITH WHICH POLICY? What kind of behaviours should bncouraged or avoided from the
members?
2. Once a first list of questions and answers is wibriaat, the coordinator can organise a discussion
with the members. In this discussion, the coordinatay keep in mind some issues:
»= some points are maybe not debatable, for exameltetm of office from the institution;
» choosing tools sometimes leads to very long disonss appropriate training for some
members may be envisaged,;
» in case of difficult debates, votes can be orgahise
= each interested member should have the opporttméypress his/her opinion;
» the goal of the discussion is to make choices ausibns; the coordinator will focus the
debate on this objective.

PALETTE D.PAR.06 — Learning and Organisational Reses: Conceptual Instruments 40 of 75



FP6-028038

Some decisions can be made unanimously. In caskelmtes, each member should have the
opportunity to express his/her opinion. Then a waie be organised.

3. The decisions made are written into a text that iembers can read and comment until a
deadline.

Tools to support activity

= SweetWiki (http://sweetwiki.inria.fr/) can be usknd the collective writing of the charter.

= CoPe_it! (http://copeit.cti.gr/) can be used inesrtb collect the opinions of the members on the
different sections of the charter.

Example of uses by CoPs

Links to further resources
= This LOR is also in connection with the LOR1 MapGdRapping your community of practice):
http://argentera.inria.fr:8080/swikipalette/datailMapCoP.jsp.
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5.5.2 LORs 2: Organising, managing, developing, and evahiing CoPs

We copy here the description of our model of agtidacquemart et al., 2008) and its scenario ef us
We consider this model as a LOR supporting theecgfin on and organisation of activities with a
CoP.

In order to facilitate the use of the model to iifgnthe different dimensions of activities thatnca
occur in a CoP, we have proposed to build a thigeemkions model. It is a toolbox containing
different spaces that can be used for describinly €aP activity.

Formal activitie

B

1
1
Informal activitie: /& .
! 1 : 1
e L
_ e N 3 5 ---- fe
Project e Lons o0 Lo-s —
activiies | 2= 0 o St s -
- : : 1/ : :
: : : \
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o - b
Short |} = Ll
activities ,-'/-'---- ---------------- - T -
Community Domain
oriented oriented

Figure 5 — Activity model 2008

The different dimensions for describing a CoP dgtiare divided into three axes: formal/informal,
long term/short term, and community/domain orientdtk first define below these three axes, and
then we present the eight areas that they formdrigure 5.

Axes definition

Axis 1: Community/Domain oriented activities

Community-oriented activities (coordination and coomication)

This dimension concerns activities that aim at rgama and facilitating the interpersonal relations
inside the CoP. The objective is here to allow pegharing common social rules that help them to
communicate, understand each other and negotiag@inge These activities help members to build
and share a collective identity. They also helprthie know each other as individual, to know their
individual needs, motivation to participate in t@eP, their interests and beliefs, as well as their
personal objectives.

Domain oriented activities (knowledge sharing andwledge creation activities)

This dimension of activities is about CoP membdrariag knowledge, competences and practice
related to their professional domain. It concerhe explanations related to tacit and explicit
knowledge used by the CoP members in their practice

Axis 2: Formal/Informal activities

Formal activities
These activities represent all the explicit adigtthat are organized formally within the CoP.aks
example of combination between Axe 1 and Axe ranél activity can be community or domain
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oriented: the LOR ‘YellowPage’ (p. 37) can be cdeséd as a formal community-oriented activity
while the LOR ‘GoodPractice’ is a formal domainearied activity (p. 29).

Informal activities

These activities represent all the activities tirat organized implicitly within the CoP or that awet
organized and appear spontaneously. These adivdie be related to the community or the domain
of the CoP.

Axis 3: Short/Long term activities

Short activities
It includes activities that are not intended taégeated and that have a short-term impact. Theyroc
punctually.

Project activities
Activities that last over a long period of time atitht need a calendar to be followed. They are
organized in order to have a long term impact.

Eight parts model

To illustrate how to use the model, we have trealassify different kinds of activities in the big
boxes of the model. The table below summarizeslififierent characteristics of each activity:

Community-oriented Domain-oriented
Project activities Formal activities 1 5
Informal activities 2 6
Short Activities Formal aCt'.V'.tI.eS 3 !
Informal activities 4 8

Table 7 — Characteristics of CoP activities

To illustrate the activities, we classified the LORe presented in this section in the LOR1 and LOR3
categories. Of course, as they are planned andafized, they fall under the “formal activities”
categories. One of the LOR “ScenariosUses” is ifladsboth in Community and Domain oriented
categories as its goal is fostering communicatietwben the members and reification in the same
time.

1. Community oriented — project — formal activitiesoRC organisational development activities,
shared database “Who’s Who". For example, the LORedCoP’ (p. 25), ‘YellowPages’ (p. 37),
‘MapCoP’ (p. 36), ‘CharterPolicy’ (p. 39), ‘ScenaslUses’ (p. 46), ‘ChoicesTools’ (p. 48),
‘UsesTools’ (p. 50).

2. Community oriented — project — informal activitiearguing, debating about a long-term,
community-oriented issue.

3. Community oriented — short — formal activities:rpl@d CoP social events (for example, the LOR
‘LearningSwot’, p. 35).

4. Community oriented — short — informal activitiesinth between CoP members, exchanges
between members during a break, etc.

5. Domain oriented — project — formal activities: asated activities with communicated results.
Example: Project activities, shared knowledge deabiwho knows what”, knowledge creation
activities between members, etc. (see the LORsnBéntology’, p. 38; ‘ObjectivesActivities’, p.
33; ‘ScenariosUses’, p. 46).

6. Domain oriented — project — informal activitiesfdrmal practice-based activities such as usual
discussions on specific issues without notes dicagion process.

7. Domain oriented — short — formal activities: plainghort domain activities (with explicitly
defined inherent goals) and realization of shotivdies included in projects. For example, the
LORs ‘AnalyingLearningProc’ (p. 27), ‘GoodPractitegp. 29), ‘WhatHow' (p. 31),
‘Individuallssue’ (p. 32), ‘ActivitiesToolsScenaso(p. 51).
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8. Domain oriented — short — informal activities: sfareous short domain activities (with tacitly
defined inherent goals), punctual decisions abaptanned events and issues that have an impact
on coordination of CoP domain activities. Examplefining together at the end of a meeting,
during a chat session, the topics, themes, sulifetts presented for the next meetings.

Scenario for the use of the model

When a CoP member is designated as animator, c@bodj moderator or when he/she has chosen to
assume one of these roles, he/she should be alderttify existing activities that happen withireth
CoP. He/She can also compare these activitiestha@lCoP performance (as defined by its members).
From this perspective, this model represents andisig tool.

Based on the desired CoP performance defined lgaiabers, this model can also be used to identify
activities to organise in order to support commyunitdomain development, for instance.

This model can be considered as a diagnosis aadlasision-making tool as well.
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5.5.3 LORs 3: Choosing and (individually and collectively appropriating tools, supporting
CoPs in conceiving scenarios of tools uses

Here is the list of LORSs in this category. They eekated to each Generic Scenario. Their Wiki short
names are put in brackets.

1. Related to ‘Reification’:
» ‘Verba volant, scripta manent’: Suggesting scersad uses for reification of practices-
knowledge (ScenariosUses)
2. Related to ‘Debate & Decide’:
= ‘The tool makes the man (or does it?)": Negotiatidggcussing and making decisions about
the choices of tools (ChoicesTools)
*» ‘The rules of the game’: Negotiating, discussing amaking decisions about the uses of tools
(UsesTools)
3. Related to ‘Identity building’:
= ‘The right tool for the right job’: Matching diffent types of activities with types of tools and
scenarios (ActivitiesToolsScenarios)
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1. LOR3 - GS ‘Reification’: Suggesting scenarios aises for reification of practices-knowledge
(ScenariosUses)

Title: *Verba volant, scripta manent’ Reificatios a tool against volatile knowledge

Summary

Of all the problems that can plague a CoP, vol&ilewledge and lack of efficient communication
between CoP members are two of the most sensiibjeds. Fortunately, with a few good reification
habits, these issues can be solved with a graeieeity.

Objectives

Help a CoP to solve the issue of the lack of comupaiion between CoP members through
discussions (face-to-face or at a distance) anthpi® the sharing of personal experience about their
roles in the CoP. Both of these activities willdeto reification, a simple practice that is often
overlooked.

Scenario
1. A member of a CoP identifies four essential data:
= the CoP spatial dispersion (are its members gebgraly sparse or do they all live next
door? — and all possible variations);

= the CoP size;

» the subject matters that are common to all CoP reesnibut are kept in oral tradition or in
internal documents;

= the frequency of real life meetings, if any.

2. Using either a collaborative tool or during a pignaeeting (what is possible depends on the CoP
spatial dispersion and size), the CoP member eargi®up of volunteers (his ‘task force’) with
whom he works on the basis of his initial data.yTtefine it a bit and, for each identified subject
matter, a ‘head of task’ is designed, dependinghef volunteers’ personal preferences and
competencies.

3. Depending on the size of the CoP and subject nsattare same member can be the head of
multiple tasks. The reverse works too: if a subjeettter is particularly huge, more than one
member can become head of the task.

4. Each ‘head of task’ writes one (or a few) articlesven incomplete — in a collaborative tool, like
SweetWiki or Google Docs. These documents aren@tito their subject matter and their goal is
to be the ‘building blocks’ of a larger task.

5. (In some cases — e.g. very big, motivated CoP#is,step will occur at the same time as the
fourth point.) All the CoP members are invited tone and enrich the initial corpus.

6. At a regular periodicity, events are organizedmrplenary meetings to simple newsletters (and,
in between, face-to-face meetings of subgroupshef@oP, discussions through mailing-lists,
etc.). The goal of these events is to keep the iBebers aware and motivated and not to fall in
some kind of soft apathy.

Tools to support activity

= SweetWiki: by allowing a CoP to edit a same corptiknowledge without needing physical
meeting and with very few formal hindrance, the 8etic Wiki system that is offered by
SweetWiki can help reification of practice and kiedge. Being a collaborative tool, it allows
CoP members to reify their collective knowledgeaircentralized, well-organized corpus. The
tags/folksonomy system helps people finding thenkadge they search.

Example of uses by CoPs

Example TFT: Reification of practices-knowledge:

A previously non-formal group of nurse-teachers wase reunited under the name TFT (transition
from training to work) has decided to have regulnary meetings, with usually a precise topic as
the order of the day. The topic is brainstormedrduthe meeting and its minutes are written on the
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CoP SweetWiki by a member of the CoP (first retfmalevel). In the next day, the subjects thatever
talked about during the brainstorm are expande€ s members, who were present or not at the
meeting (second reification level). http://argeatiwia.fr/swikitft/data/Main/CompteRendu.jsp — an
example of TFT minutes
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2. LOR3 — GS ‘Debate & Decide’: Negotiating, discusng and making decisions about the
choices of tools (ChoicesTools)

Title: “The tool makes the man (or does it?)” Howriegotiate, discuss and make decisions about the
choice of tools

Summary

One CoP is not another: when (and if) its membeesdrsoftware tools or services to help them, these
tools have to match their unique needs preciselihearisk of being useless or even an hindrance to
the CoP.

Objectives
To help CoPs in choosing the right PALETTE or n@-BTTE tool or service that may help them in
their everyday work.

Scenario

1. A CoP decides it will need tools for its activitiesa new CoP, or a CoP with the desire to
modernize its practices. Its core members firsaldigh a list of the CoP usual or potential
activities — for doing so, depending of the sizd arernal organization of the CoP.

2. They either do it vertically (the core members sogereign) or horizontally (by polling all the
members of the CoP). As for the next points, this be done either in plenary meetings or at a
distance, with the help of
= A forum engine (phpBB, for instance)
= A mailing-list
» Instant Messenger (Google Talk, Windows Live Megsemor compatible free clients)

3. The negotiation, discussion and decision-makingggs itself is by nature hard to generalize, but
some guidelines can be given: split the problemsdnlittle parts as possible and brainstorm
guestions according to this process, for instance:

* | need atool that | can come to grips with in e one hour;
* | need atool that can do most of what | do withword processor (or any other software);
= | need a tool that can access various file formats;

| have the time to learn a tool, and | want toeatool that can help me to do [...];

I need a tool that works well with the other toaisk, [...];

I need a tool that will amaze my audience;

I need a tool that is often used by mathematicians;

I need a tool which respects ISO/W3C/ECMA/[...Jrstards;

| need a tool which is free software/closed sosafewvare;

| need a free software tool, and its license mwst(dompatible with) the GPL, the BSD

license, the CC license, etc.;

» | need a tool that can produce documents readapleny target audience/by as a large
audience as possible;
* | need a tool that produces documents readablebynitgelf in order to promote its use.

4. Once the tool are chosen (with the help of theuess found in ActivitiesToolsScenarios), trials
of the tool, with real CoP members and must be goed in order to see if it can help modernize
the CoP activities — not for the sake of moderiratout for the sake of efficiency.

5. If more than one tool has been chosen, the trimlilshhelp verifying that there is no overlapping
between the tools. For instance, if two tools weeeselected with the same goal in mind, the trial
should help choosing which of the two tools is iti@st adequate for the CoP need.

Tools to support activity

= A forum engine (phpBB, for instance)

= A mailing-list

= Instant Messenger (Google Talk, Windows Live Megsemr compatible free clients)
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Example of uses by CoPs

Links to further resources
= ActivitiesToolsScenarios
(http://argentera.inria.fr:8080/swikipalette/datavlActivitiesToolsScenarios.jsp)
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3. LOR3 — GS ‘Debate & Decide’: Negotiating, discusng and making decisions about the uses
of tools (UsesTools)

Title: ‘Thinking the negotiation’ Once that toolfié services have been chosen, the CoP should
achieve a consensus via a negotiation process

Summary

Once that a CoP has decided which software andcesrcan help them, its members have to
negotiate a common way of using them in order wdathe proliferation of different, incompatible or
bad practices.

For this negotiation, they have to keep their uaigaeds in mind, which often means deciding afset o
guidelines on how to use the tools and servicesshwfeatures to use, which features not to use and
even sometimes on which feature a catachresisidate

Objectives
Helping CoPs choosing the right features of thdstand services they have decided to use (in other
words, decide of a usage consensus for the chostnand services).

Scenario

1. A CoP decides to use one or more tools or serygmes ChoicesTools for a method to do so).

2. However, like it is the case with almost all congrigoftware, these tools and services can do a lot
of things, some of them being very useful, some & some not useful at all for supporting the
activities of the CoP.

3. A group of ‘expert’ CoP members (i.e. members whe laoth well invested in the CoP and
accustomed to the usage of computers) test thésyomhd service(s) and take notes on which
features will be used, which features will not avidch features will need to be used in a slightly
different way than what was intended by the creafathe software. This can be done either in
plenary meetings or at a distance, with the helg faffum or a wiki engine, for instance (as for the
next two points).

4. This expert group shows the results of their wdka larger part of the CoP and explain their
reasoning, taking into account the possible constreiremarks of the audience.

5. Both the notes taken in the third and fourth poiate put together and formalized in a
methodology guide written for the CoP members wilbuse these tools and services.

Tools to support activity
The negotiation process can take place, for instamith the following tools.

= SweetWiki

= CoPe_it!

= elogbook

= another wiki engine

a forum engine

The end result could be formalized thanks to
=  Amaya

= LimSee3 (for a visual presentation)

= atext editor

= a presentation tool

Example of uses by CoPs

Links to further resources
= ChoicesTools (http://argentera.inria.fr:8080/swétgite/data/Lor/ChoicesTools.jsp)
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4. LOR3 — GS ‘Identity building’: Matching differen t types of activities with types of tools and
scenarios (ActivitiesToolsScenarios)

Title: “The right tool for the right job’ Matchingctivities with services and scenarios

Summary

Each CoP is uniqgue and has unique needs when iecamtools and services they may need to
support their activities (be them PALETTE tools a®dvices or not). Finding the right tool for the
right job (and using it while following a usage sensus) is the key to success.

Objectives
Allow a CoP to quickly and efficiently select thIEETTE and non-PALETTE tools and services
that would help them in their practice.

Scenario

1. A CoP decides it will need tools for its activitiesa new CoP, or a CoP with the desire to
modernize its practices. The negotiation processeicribed in ChoicesTools. As for the next
points, this can be done either in plenary meetingst a distance, with the help of a forum engine
or a mailing-list, for instance.

2. For each of the identified needs, there is an afnicel of tools and services (PALETTE or not).
They decide that a different CoP member has thie ttasselect which tools would suit each
identified need and to define guidelines for usingee ChoicesTools and UsesTools). The choice
can also be either horizontal or vertical, accagdimthe organization of the CoP.

3. To help them, they have access to multiple ressyia@e of which is a table (see next subsection)
organized after pedagogical goals. Various PALETpiductions (see ‘Links to further
resources’) are available to help them furthehaytreflection process.

4. For each activity, a trial of the pre-selected socahd services is conduced with the CoP members
that are part of the activity, or plan to join it.

5. If PALETTE tools are not the best answer for sortéviies, non-PALETTE can be chosen either
thanks to the D.PAR.04 non-PALETTE tools sectioithe using one of the many online
pedagogical resources for finding tools lackin@A_ETTE, such as text editors, forums, instant
messenging/VolP clients, etc.

Tools to support activity

= Aforum engine

= A mailing-list

= The PALETTE tools (in particular SweetWiki, eLogloand CoPe it!) could also be used, but
since the activity is about assessing these tdolguld be an anachronism in some cases to use
them before having discovered them.

= The following table helps to match activities tolEAI TE tools and services :

Amaya| SweetWiki| LimSee3| eLogbook| CoPe _it!| BayFac
Reflexive process XX XX XXX XXX X
Reification — for one person Xxxx XX X XX
Reification — for others XX XXX XXX X X
Sharing, reuse XXX XXX XXX XX X XXX
Knowledge management X XX X XXX XX XXX
Classification of documents XX X XXX

Legend of the table

X makes it possible, but with difficulty

XX makes it possible but it is not its main purpose
XXX makes it possible because it is its purpose
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Reflective process: reflections about the topieg Hire to be discussed in the CoP activities, but
also reflections about the CoP itself, the actgitto conduct, how to organise themselves as a
CoP.

Reification: Formalization of thinking, ideas, hdw-and know-how, formalization of lessons

learned, writing down of conclusions based on jcactCan be split in:

» Reification — for one person: the work of writingvah one’s thoughts (knowledge and
practice) for one’s own use. For instance, a taatdlees notes on what parts of his courses
worked and what parts failed.

» Reification — for others: the work of writing doweme’s thoughts (knowledge and practice)
for other people. For instance, a teacher publishiss notes about his pedagogical
experiments, what worked and what failed.

Sharing, reuse: activities that involve sharingWlealge and documents, activities that involve

reusing documents (while modifying their contentsat).

Knowledge management: activities that aim at mampdinowledge by sorting documents,

discussing their contents, adding new contentsdatabase, suggesting contents.

Classification of documents: a subset of knowlesig@agement, the classification of documents

occurs when there is no discussion about the doaisméhe only goal here is to classify

documents in order to make them available to gtkeple quickly and efficiently.

Example of uses by CoPs

For the ePrep CoP, reification for others has breade by a member, ‘thematic referent’ of the
Pedagogical Innovation project inside the CoP, d¢eklpy LimSee3 developers. Together, they
have built a LimSee3 module to explain CoP members to prepare a course with LimSee3,
how to play this course for students, how to prefhe post-course (see the ePrep account of this
experiment — in French — on the ePrep Website /httpw.eprep.org/communaute/actu_CoP/
CR240108.html).

Inside the ePrep CoP, when the use of Amaya an&&8 is generalised for building courses to
be uploaded on the ePrep platform, teachers wilblbe to share and reuse the pedagogical
content available through the platform under a @reaCommons license (thanks to the standards
of Amaya - XHTML/MathML/SVG - and the standards laimSee (SMIL). At the moment, the
CoP is too young for this sharable and reusablemeat production (there are only one LimSee3
History course and one Amaya Physics course aveilaim the platform (see here:
http://129.104.30.7/).

Links to further resources

PALETTE deliverable D.PAR.04  (http://palette.eramg/images/stories/DocumentPDF/
dpar04.pdf)

PALETTE deliverable D.PAR.07 (http://palette.ercdng/images/stories/DocumentPDF/
d.par.07_final.pdf)

The WP7 ‘service gallery’ (to be published on PAOETwebsite)

These documents give insights from various poiftgew on what can be accomplished with which
tools and services (the D.PAR.04 has a sectiontalmuPALETTE tools).
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6 — Trials of the LORSs

For the validation of the LORs with CoPs, a 6 stppscess has been followed, similar to the

validation process of the scenarios with the CeEs D.PAR.03):

1. lIdentifying CoPs interested in trialling some LO®®c. Prog. Lancaster, Did@cTIC, TIC-FA);

2. The mediator presented the LORs to the CoP codatirsad interested members. They chose a
few LORs (2-3) that they would like to trial. Thkaice was informed by the needs and objectives
of the CoP, e.g. if the CoP was interested in agieg reification processes, then it could choose
LORs related to the GS1 ‘Reification’; if the CoPeded to choose or decide how to use online
tools, then it could choose in the LOR3 category.

3. Depending on the type and amount of LORs to tdgblan was set up: who will use the LOR,
with whom, how long will last the trial, etc.

4. The mediators prepared a questionnaire or plantedt snterviews. Information about the
following questions had to be generated (these tguss come from the D.EVA.02; other
questions could be added by the mediators):

» Is the LOR valid, complete, consistent and realistigarding the CoP needs, objectives and
usual functioning?

» What are the direct outcomes of the use of the LRt are the expected outcomes in the
medium/long term, for example if the CoP uses a lr@dilarly for evaluating its processes?

»  Why does this LOR work well (or badly) with this E® What are the conditions for using this
LOR appropriately (the conditions may be interaiite CoP — availability of some tools, role
of the coordinator, opportunity to organise meedjrggc. — or external — role of the institution
hosting the CoP, etc.)?

» Does the use of the LOR enable generation of usafolvledge about the CoP? For whom,
the coordinator and/or the members? What kind of\tedge?

= Does the use of the LOR participate in the achiernof the CoP objectives or meet its
needs in some way?

» What are the possible effects of the use of the lo@Rhe CoP, its members, its organisation,
its domain, etc.?

5. In addition, the CoP coordinator gave a direct it about the description of the LOR.

6. Finally, the mediators amended the LOR by edithrg dppropriate files in SweetWiki, especially
by adding information in the section ‘Examples sési by CoPs'.

For each CoP having trialled a LOR, a validatioccamt has been written. They are presented in the

next three sub-sections. Their purposes are:

= To report how the validation process occurred (oiggtion, participants, questions asked, etc.);

= To summarize the participants’ answers to the wailich questions;

= To discuss the results by proposing further devekps of the LOR (scenario, tools used,
description of a use by a CoP, further resourdes, e

Each account is structured as follows:

1. Organisation and participants: how the validatioocpss has been organised (LOR that has been
tested, meetings organisation, participants, eémyl specific method for generating data
(questionnaires, interviews or group discussion).et

2. Validation questions (see here above).

3. Summary of the answers: summary of the participantsvers for each question.

4. Discussion: regarding the answers provided to eaestion, to propose further developments in
the tested LOR, a.o. use by a CoP, use of spegfits, amendments of the scenario, etc.
Regarding the Generic Scenario that the LOR idedlt, what can be said in terms of usefulness
and usability?
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6.1 Trials with Did@cTIC (CH)

6.1.1 Organisation and participants

The coordinators chose to test one of the LORs Jy&irggLearningProc. It was possible to test this
LOR with a CoP in a face-to-face meeting at shotice without disrupting the activities planned by
the CoP. Others meetings will be organised lateeth@n other LORSs.

The mediator proposed two alternatives for thé toidhe CoP coordinators:

= To use the LOR exactly as it was written dealinty evith “individual learning processes”;

= To add two other questions (“the reasons for pa#teng in the CoP” and “the expected
outcomes”) to the questions of the LOR.

The second alternative was based on the validatédo®e Space (see section 3.2 here above) and
gave a more global view to the coordinators and begmabout the group. After a short discussion,
the second alternative was chosen because it wes imteresting, in particular for the coordinators.
As a result, this trial combines two LORs: AnalgdiearningProc and HowWhat.

This activity was tested in three steps:
= [ntroduction and presentation of the schema (AppeBdp. 68) of the three variables during the
meeting and each participant attributes a numbevdsn 1 and 5 to each part of the variables
(1=strongly disagree, 5=strongly agree). The tivaables and items are the ones identified in
the Outcome Space (see section 3.2 here above).
= Analysis of the answers by the mediator and prasient of the results using spreadsheets
(Appendix 4, p. 68).
= Feedback to the coordinators and members:
= Each member receives the spreadsheets by emaihdindtions how to distinguish their own
answers from those of the others. In the same canuaion, the mediator asks the
participants different questions about this agtifppendix 3, p. 71).
» The mediator interviews the coordinators aboutdbisvity (Appendix 3, p. 71).

6.1.2 Summary of the answers

Unfortunately, after the email mentioned abovewamns were received from the coordinators (2
persons) but not from participants. Therefore tivaraary which follows is based on interviews of the
coordinators.

Question 1: Is this activity consistent, in ternfisealistic goals, with the needs and functionirighe
CoP?

The issues raised by the LOR encourage a refleattitude similar to that proposed within the
Did@cTIC CoPs. However, people felt the activityulbhave been more relevant and interesting if
the results had been explained and discussed ilCtie preferably immediately afterwards. This
would require a suitable technological solutiomiake the results available in time.

Question 2: What lessons can be learned? Wouldt iinkeresting to repeat the activity later to
observe possible changes?

For the coordinator, it would be interesting towerk the data in order to compare different
participants and improve understanding of theiresentations.

At the creation of a CoP at the beginning of tharyend also at the end after one academic year, it
could be interesting because we could see if reptasons have evolved. This activity helps the
coordinators understand expectations of particgpamid gives participants the opportunity to share
their views. There is a risk in such an activitgttthe coordinator encourages participants to adopt
unified vision of the projects. The diversity ofsarers given should be seen as an asset ratheathan
obstacle.
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Questions 3: Why did this activity work well or Aadtvhat are the conditions needed to use this
activity (internal conditions in the CoP: the radé coordinator, organisation of a more metacogmitiv
moment within the CoP - or external conditions: tbie of the institution, etc.)?

In our case, the activity was planned and organizead very short time. As the activities of the CoP
were planned in advance, this activity was lastut@raddition. As a result, the conditions were not
optimal for the coordinator to introduce this task.

According to the coordinators, the right conditievasuld have been:

= Have enough time to prepare the activity, for extampith written instructions;

= As facilitator to be clear about the goals and pilag of the activity;

= To be able to adapt the language to each participame a German version and a French version)
to avoid misunderstanding

= Have enough time during the meeting for the taskdiacussion of the results and ensure it does
not take place at the end of the meeting when ratitin is lower.

It would be interesting to think about how to addyps activity for other conditions, e.g. virtuabBs
or/and CoPs with a lot of members.

Question 4: How did you find this activity?

It would be interesting to adapt this activity amk it to organise an additional initial meetingtioé
CoP to better inform participants and help themadjust their representations about CoPs in the
context of Did@cTIC. This could be an opportuniiybiuild a shared representation. The challenge is
a question of time. It is not easy to introduces ttyipe of activity within the existing pre-planned
structure and organisation of Did@cTIC. A possixéution would be to propose this activity before
the planned CoP meetings or to use a part of aimgetet carry out this activity and discuss it. laro
context, it would be not acceptable to use an@mtieeting for this activity.

Question 5: Does this activity help achieve a gifdhe CoP or meet a need, in one way or another?
This activity gives an opportunity for participants ask questions about these variables. Otherwise,
they could participate to CoPs without thinking abthe role of CoPs (metacognitive role). In
addition, this activity helps participants get tookv the views of others. For the coordinators, the
activity helps regulate the functioning of the Cdfte that in the context of Did@cTIC, in depth
information is also available in the participantsjbooks. In a CoP where the coordinator has little
information about participants’ representationghsan activity would be more useful.

In DiId@cTIC, in addition to providing time for cleaformation about CoPs during an additional first
meeting, it would be good to use the time alsoraviple information about ‘intervision’.

Question 6: What interested you in this activityi@d fou learn anything useful?

Personally: | became aware that many of the chaingésPs take place at an individual level.

| was surprised at the diversity of the answers.aiMbarticularly interests me is the differences
between the participants. To explore them wouldireca discussion with the participants.

From a different point of view, this activity coubd used to present CoPs to people outside the CoP.

Question 7: What impact could this activity havenoembers of the CoP or its organization...?
If there is no time to explore their answers withrtgipants, this activity has no impact on
participants.

Question 8: What would be the most appropriate nmbrfeg this activity: early in the life of the CoP
or later? Can you explain your answer?

This activity is most relevant to CoPs when theytstvhen the emphasis is on community building. It
could also be used in discussion about whethemtsue the work of the CoP or not. The choice
whether to introduce this activity or not dependdite CoP and its context.
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Question 9: Would you recommend this activity tothar CoP? Can you explain your answer?

Yes, this activity could help any CoP that wantsthimk about its ways of working and learning
together, but it should take into account the chowl discussed (see section 6.1.3 here below) and
discuss results with participants.

6.1.3 Discussion

This LOR is most relevant to CoPs when they stelngn the emphasis is on community building. It
could also be used in discussion about whetheutsue the work of the CoP or not. After this tritl,
is possible to say that this LOR corresponds wethvthe Generic Scenario 3 (GS3) “ldentity
building” (see D.IMP.08).

The LOR is most relevant and interesting if theulissare explained and discussed immediately. In
this case, it would be a good idea to propose lantdogical solution to make the results available i
time. If there is no discussion with participantste CoP, the activity is not relevant for theror Ehe
coordinator, the LOR helps to regulate the fundtigrof the CoP in particular if he has no other way
to get information about participants’ represeotadi For the coordinator, introducing a meta-level
discussion about the functioning of the CoP is easy, given the preoccupation with everyday
professional practices. The participants are materested in working on specific issues of the CoP.
These are the reasons why, in this trial, the LOR®lysingLearningProc” and “HowWhat” were
merged.

The conditions of this trial were particular, givere face-to-face nature of the work and the small
number of participants. It would be interesting donsider how to adapt this activity for other
conditions, e.g. virtual CoPs or/and CoPs with maygynbers.

6.2 Trials with Lancaster Doctoral Programme CoP (UK)

6.2.1 Validation of NeedCoP and AnalysingLearningProc wih the Lancaster Doctoral
Programme

1. Organisation and participants

NeedCoP and AnalysingLearningProc were combinemansingle questionnaire (see Appendix 6, p.
71). tems 1, 2, 4, 5, and 8 on the questionnaieeeviaken from NeedCoP. The final item from
NeedCoP (The best thing about being involved is thibup is the helping the group as a whole to
develop) was left off the questionnaire becausei not seen as relevant to the Doctoral Programme.
Iltems 3, 6, 7, 9, 10 were taken from AnalysingLeagRroc. The wording of the items on the
questionnaire was amended to fit with the contdxthe doctoral programme. In each case, the
acronym ‘CoP’ was replaced by the word ‘Doctorabd?amme’; the word ‘expert’ was replaced by
the word ‘tutor’. The wording of item 4 on the gtieenaire (item 2 from NeedCoP) was changed
from ‘My focus in participating in this group is thhange how we all do things’ to ‘My focus on the
doctoral programme is to change the ways in whiehwerk together’. This was done to clarify the
meaning of the item.

In responding to the items participants were gitrenadditional option of indicating that an itemswa
‘not relevant’ as well as responding in terms af ftirength of their agreement or disagreement. This
was done in order to examine whether the questitnas examining processes that were relevant to
this community of practice.

The questionnaire was administered electronicallysingi ‘Survey  Monkey' (see
www.surveymonkey.com). The link to the questionmairas sent to members of five cohorts of the
doctoral programme. Responses were received fronm@hbers of the doctoral programme. A
summary of participants’ responses can be founfippendix 7 (p. 73). These were analysed using
SPSS.
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2. Validation questions

The focus of this validation was on the extent taol the questionnaire offered a way of generating
useful data for CoP co-ordinators rather than foP (oarticipants. For this reason the validation
focused on examining the questionnaire as a déerameasuring the perceptions of CoP participants.
For this reason the responses to the validatiorstoums are focused on the CoP co-ordinator’s
experience of using the questionnaire as a wagéating data about participants’ perceptionsief t
CoP. It focused on the questions listed earliex (5653).

3. Summary of the co-ordinator's responses

Is the LOR valid, complete, consistent and realistigarding the CoP needs, objectives and usual
functioning?

The questionnaire appeared to be a useful meadyparticipants’ perceptions. The ‘not relevant’
response was only used by one participant in ogldth one item of the questionnaire. In general the
items of the questionnaire seemed to elicit a m@se range of responses from participants. The
major exception to this was item 10 ‘I develop mowledge and practices through the sharing of
useful readings within the doctoral programme’, ahhall respondents either ‘agreed’ or ‘strongly
agreed’ with. This suggests that this item was wsdful in distinguishing between the different
perceptions of members of this CoP.

What are the direct outcomes of the use of the L@Rt are the expected outcomes in the
medium/long term, for example if the CoP uses a t&glarly for evaluating its processes?

This LOR appears to be a useful way of examinin@ @embers’ perceptions of the way in which
they engage with their CoP. Analysis of the wawlhich the responses to the items grouped together
suggested that there were two potential scaleswba forming.

The first potential scale, called ‘experts’, wasdmaip of items 1, 2, 5, 6. The items on this scale
focused on the extent to which participants arei$ed on developing their knowledge and practices
through discussions with experts. This scale hadlpha reliability of 0.6. Mean responses on this
scale ranged from 2.50 to 4.50 with an overall n&a$38 and a standard deviation of 0.67.

The second potential scale, called ‘group’ was maalef items 7, 8, and 9. The items on this scale
focused on the extent to which participants arei$ed on developing their knowledge and practices
through group activities. This scale had an alptebility of 0.56. Mean responses on this scale
ranged from 2.67 to 5.00 with an overall mean @83and a standard deviation of 0.54.

Whilst given the low number of respondents thesalte must be treated with caution and, at best, ca
be seen as indicative, this gives some indicatioat the questionnaire is a useful way of
distinguishing between CoP members’ perceptionsrdlare two important aspects of the scales that
should be noted. First, the items for each scale drawn from both NeedCoP and
AnalysingLearningProc. This suggests that in udimgm in this way they should not be seen as
separate questionnaires. Second, there is a veal, vm@n-significant, negative correlation between
responses on the two scales (spearman rho = THi$)suggests that that they are orthogonal arld pic
up on different aspects of participants’ experismfeengaging in CoPs.

Why does this LOR work well (or badly) with thisFR2awhat are the conditions for using this LOR
appropriately?

This questionnaire seemed to work well with thig?Cm using it with other CoPs, CoP co-ordinators
need to have an interest in determining the sdr&tivities that will be used with CoP members. In
this case a high score on the ‘experts’ scale wasulghjest that CoP activities that involve experts
helping participants will be valued by CoP membarsigh mean score on the ‘groups’ scale would
suggest that group activities are valued by CoP lbees) a high score on both scales would suggest
that a mixture of activities (either within or beten particular activities) would be valued. For
example, in the case of the Doctoral Programmedhponses of the participants suggested that both
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types of activities were valued with ‘group’ actigs slightly more strongly valued than ‘expert’
activities.

Does the use of the LOR enable generation of usefolvledge about the CoP? For whom, the
coordinator and/or the members? What kind of kndgé&

In the way that the LORs were used here, usefulvedge is generated for CoP co-ordinators in
establishing the sorts of activities that are kel be valued within the CoP. This knowledge cdugd
very helpful in ensuring that the activities of fieP meet the perceived needs of CoP members.

Does the use of the LOR participate in the achievenof the CoP objectives or meet its needs in
some way?

The LOR is focused on establishing CoP memberdepeaces in the sorts of activities that they
engage in as part of the CoP. In this way it candesl by CoP co-ordinators to design activities tha
will both relevant to CoP members’ needs and ataded around CoP objectives.

What are the possible effects of the use of the b®Rhe CoP, its members, its organisation, its
domain, etc.?

As above, it can help in ensuring that CoP acésitare designed that are relevant to the perceived
needs of CoP members.

4. Discussion

There are four implications of the analysis abdwviest, in relation to the way that the LOR was used
in this context, it suggests that AnalysingLearRraz and NeedCoP might be best used as single
guestionnaire. This combination would then represenew LOR. Second, it suggests that item 10
may not be relevant for all CoPs. Third it suggektt the questionnaire will work best when the
wording of the items are amended to fit with thateat of the particular CoP. Finally, it suggestatt
more trialling of the questionnaire is needed befois fully validated. At the moment the numbefs
responses are too small for the suggested scalEsgeen as any more than indicative. Therefase it
proposed that the questionnaire is used with atgreaumber of participants in a wider range of
contexts before the scales are fixed in any way. rRore information about the approach to data
analysis in this LOR, contact Paul Ashwin (p.ast@iancaster.ac.uk).

6.2.2 Validation of MapCoP with the Lancaster Doctoral Programme

1. Organisation and participants

MapCoP was validated with three cohorts of the bater Doctoral Programme in Educational

Research. This involved a three hour face-to-factévity with each cohort that was focused on

introducing participants to the notion of Commusstiof Practice and asking them to explore the
extent to, and the ways in which, the Doctoral Paogne could be considered a Community of
Practice. The data for the validation were gendr#ieough semi-structured focus groups discussions
at the end of the face-to-face activity.

2. Validation questions

The focus group discussions were semi-structurealdev participants to discuss any aspects of the

process that seemed particularly relevant to thEnms meant that each discussion had a slightly

different focus depending on the experiences ofgitweips of participants. However the validation

questions were centred around the following issweg;h were covered in all of the discussions:

= How helpful was the LOR for introducing participané the notion of Communities of Practice?

= To what extent did the LOR help participants tomkhabout the ways in which they might work
together both within their cohort, with other cdisprand with the tutors and administrative
support on the programme?

= Did the LOR help the participants to meet any otbeg or short-term needs/objectives?

= How well did the LOR work as an activity? What caimwhs are needed for the LOR to work
successfully?
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=  What knowledge did the LOR allow participants togte about the Doctoral Programme?
= How might the LOR impact on the participants’ ldegn activity on the Doctoral Programme?

3. Summary of the participants’ responses

How helpful was the LOR for introducing participarid the notion of Communities of Practice?

The participants indicated that the LOR had beelpflhiein introducing them to the notion of
Communities of Practice. They indicated that inlgipg the concepts to their own learning context
helped them to think about the particular meaniinglamain’, ‘community’ and ‘practice’ within this
context. This helped them to think about the d#fgrmeanings these terms could take on in different
contexts. However, there was some discussion aheutelevance of the notion of ‘Communities of
Practice’ in formal educational settings.

To what extent did the LOR help participants tmkhabout the ways in which they might work
together both within their cohort, with other cotgrand with the tutors and administrative support
on the programme?

The participants indicated that the LOR helped thenhink strategically about how they might work
together on the programme to develop their prastiCEhere was some variation in whether
participants saw this in terms of their practicestdents on the programme, in which case theg wer
mainly focused on support from other students, rortarms of their practices as educational
researchers, in which case they tended to incheéutors on the programme in the community. Some
participants indicated that experiencing this wéiain seeing the community as a ‘community of
students’ or ‘a community of researchers’ offeredm a greater variety of ways of conceptualising
the Community of Practice and thus a number ofediffit ways in which participants could work
together. There was also a discussion of the exewhich the community of practice could be seen
as hierarchical and, if so, where the differenésadf tutor, student, and administrator were porsdil
within the hierarchy. Some participants indicateat this helped them to think about issues of power
within the doctoral programme.

Did the LOR help the participants to meet any othag or short-term needs/objectives?

Some participants indicated that the LOR was helipfunighlighting the different forms of support
that were available on the programme. It also lielpem to get to know the different members of
their cohort and to understand their aims in engagiith the doctoral programme.

How well did the LOR work as an activity? What dtdods are needed for the LOR to work

successfully?

The LOR seemed to work well as an activity. Thetip@ants were familiar with the notion of

‘Communities of Practice’ and so found the initi@lading from Wenger easy to engage with.

Feedback from the participants suggested that ¢hieitg would need to be amended where those

involved in the activity were less familiar with d@munities of Practice’ and had less of an academic

focus than participants on the Doctoral programhhe. other important conditions appeared to be:

= Having sufficient time to discuss the differentess of the Community of Practice;

= Having sufficient commitment with the group to bgirecognised as a Community of Practice — it
was suggested that unless participants have sareshin seeing themselves as a community
then the activity would not be seen as relevant;

= Having sufficient shared practices for the disaus$o include all participants.

What knowledge did the LOR allow participants toeyate about the Doctoral Programme?

The activity appeared to allow participants to khbout their involvement in the doctoral programme
more strategically. Participants reported thateljpked them to see themselves as a wider network of
cohorts, tutors, and administrative support. Thisaed them to reflect on how they might draw on
this wider network when engaging in the doctoralgpamme. It also appeared to inform them about
the interests and foci of their fellow studentstbe programme. Thus one aspect that was discussed
was the extent to which participants were interbsteeducational research for its own sake and how
much they were interested in using research tornmfthe development of their practices. The

PALETTE D.PAR.06 — Learning and Organisational Reses: Conceptual Instruments 59 of 75



FP6-028038

recognition of these differences appeared to beitapt for participants to situate the contribusiarf
their peers and tutors within group sessions omtwtoral programme.

How might the LOR impact on the participants’ Idagm activity on the Doctoral Programme?

As the focus group discussion took place immediaéter the activity, many participants felt thiat i
was too early to consider whether it would havéngpact on their long term activities on the doctora
programme. Some participants also indicated thet tould not separate this activity from the other
aspects of this particular module on the doctoragamme. When asked about the benefits of the
module as a whole in a separate questionnairegistsiflocused upon how it had helped them to relate
issues relating to professional practice in thecatianal research literature to their own practices
This, along with discussions of the activity in floeus groups, suggested that the long term bewiefit
the activity in this context was in giving partiaipts an opportunity to apply the notion of
Communities of Practice to their own practices.

4. Discussion

The activity appeared to work well with the thredfedent cohorts of the doctoral programme.

However, it should be noted that the activity wasidlly developed with this group in mind. A

number of issues for adapting this activity foresthkinds of communities of practice were identified

= The reading from Wenger was appropriate for thism@ainity of Practice. However, it may not
be appropriate for communities with a less acaddaauas. In these cases it might be advisable to
give participants a brief, non-technical introdantito the notions of ‘domain’, ‘community’, and
‘practice’ rather than using the Wenger pieces Ithese notions that they need to have an initial
grasp of in order to complete the activity;

= For the activity to work, participants need to ha@me investment and interest in seeing
themselves as a community. Without this, it is kedli that they will engage in the activity in a
sustained manner;

= |t appeared important for the person leading thi#viac to have a good understanding of the
community. This allows them to extend the discusgb the diagrams of the participants and
place them in the wider context of the communitypadictice. Without this understanding it is
possible that the activity could result in the &hgrof misapprehensions and misunderstandings
about the domain, community or practices of the @amity of Practice.

6.3 Trials with TIC-FA and TIC-EF (B)

6.3.1 Introduction

Three LORs (Yellow Pages, MapCoP and NeedCoP) bega experimented either with the TIC-FA
CoP members (N=9) or/and the TIC-EF ones (N=14)thBare learners in the first master of
educational sciences. They follow specific courseseducational technology. The trials took place
during face-to-face sessions in a computer clagsrddne activities were proposed and animated by
the CoP animator (teacher or assistant). As destrhereafter, some activities were followed by
comments on a SweetWiki page devoted to CoP memedliections about the LORs.

6.3.2 Yellow Pages

Organisation and participants

This LOR has been trialled twice, first by the TH3- CoP members, and then by the TIC-EF CoP.
They used the SweetWiki service with the goal ttilg other members of the CoP know them — in
other words as an identity building tool.

Summary of the answers

Is the LOR valid, complete, consistent and realistigarding the CoP needs, objectives and usual
functioning?

A common, if minimal, form is automatically genedtwhen registering with SweetWiki, after a few
fields (first name, name, and email address) ampteted. It was used as the common basis and
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members were told to answer the other questiomasléss formal way. As a result, about 90% of the
suggested questions (in the LOR) were answeredi@dmbers were encouraged to speak more freely
than what was suggested by the questionnaire. Bygdso, TIC-FA and TIC-EF members shared

what they felt was interesting or important abdutnht and did not feel compelled to answer a
‘questioning’.

The second step of the scenario (2) is useless wéiag SweetWiki as a tool: each member’s page is
automatically published on the Web.

The mapping of knowledge (3) is out of objectivlbeTheed to use presentation software is nullified
by the choice of a wiki tool — the information igettly available to everyone, with no need to rewo

it. If the pages are well tagged, relevant poirdacerning the members can be easily found. The
keyword search can be a help, too.

The ‘global view’' objective (4) was not useful img trial because TIC-FA and TIC-EF members do
not declare any particular expertise in ICT for @ttion — at least in the fields where expertise ld/ou
help.

What are the direct outcomes of the use of the L@Rt are the expected outcomes in the
medium/long term, for example if the CoP uses a t&glarly for evaluating its processes?

The practice of filling a computer form to registerSweetWiki was not usual for all subjects. Some
of them had already done similar things (by registeon so-called social web site, e-government
sites, etc.), but it was a first for others. Astsuthe LOR helped to demythologize the use of a
computer as a community tool.

Why does this LOR work well (or badly) with thisFR2owhat are the conditions for using this LOR
appropriately (the conditions may be internal te t@oP - availability of some tools, role of the
coordinator, opportunity to organise meetings, etor external - role of the institution hostingeth
CoP, etc.)?

A strength of this LOR is that it is easy to do dhd benefits are immediately visible and obvious.
ICT-aware people noticed that it was useful in thhelped them to be known by other CoP members.
Less ICT-aware people had the satisfaction ananmgiratification of realizing that they did create
Web page.

Does the use of the LOR enable generation of usefolwledge about the CoP? For whom, the
coordinator and/or the members? What kind of kndgé&

From the point of view of the CoP coordinator, th@R allowed them to know CoP members in a
different way. A touch of more personal informatisnadded. This kind of ‘personal’ information,
that the CoP coordinators usually do not have actescan help the coordinator to better understand
CoP members — for instance, if a member of the i@asPa full time job, it is easy to understand why
she or he is often late or absent.

Does the use of the LOR participate in the achievenof the CoP objectives or meet its needs in
some way?

While the Yellow Pages were not seen as a competeatalogue, they worked in a different way:
when people publish something, they sign their moution using links to their homepages. By
clicking on the member’'s name, anybody can knowenadyout the writer and his/her competences.
Therefore, one can see it as a reversed competatague (people first see the productions of
members then can learn more about their competfences

What are the possible effects of the use of the b@®Rhe CoP, its members, its organisation, its
domain, etc.?

Getting to know CoP members better helps the coatdi to work better with them, by using their
experience or by better targeting their needs.
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Miscellaneous notes about the LOR

Regarding the ‘Tools to support the activity’, we dot think that CoPe_it! would fit this LOR.
eLogbook can be used, but the service is a bitlemoanding for a task whose first merit is to beyeas
If can be used if other features (i.e. not onlyrysefiles) are also exploited in this environment.

‘Example of uses by CoPs can be found in the hogepaof members at
http://sweetwiki.inria.fr/swikiulg/data/Tools/Se&iBy.jsp?type=allusers. Please note however that not
all the listed users are members of TIC-EF or TKC-B8, since it is a more general SweetWiki
instantiation (for all ULg members).

6.3.3 MapCoP

Organisation and participants

One CoP, TIC-FA, trialled this LOR. The audiencel lheeen informed about the PALETTE project
and the existence of LORs for a few weeks. As aigrof trainees, they were encouraged to think
about whether they were a CoP (yet) or not. Theyewalked about the theory of CoPs, through
various sources and comments of Wenger's work.rAdtdew weeks, when the theory had been
explained, they lived the LOR in sub-groups durnigce-to-face session. The scenario was played as
presented, with nine members. Groups of three wawe instead of groups of four (more logical with
nine members).

Summary of the answers

Is the LOR valid, complete, consistent and realistigarding the CoP needs, objectives and usual
functioning?

There were two major problems with the text: fastl foremost, its language (English) and secosd, it
prohibitive length. The first thing the groups mged to do is to find translations and summaries of
the theory, rather than use the provided link.

The way the ‘map or diagram’ was understood wasasaxpected in two of the three groups. When
one of the productions was effectively a diagrame, tivo other were metaphorical drawings. The first
one represented a whale with its organs and sulezliby fishes and other sea animals. The second
one presented a mountain rescue scene. Both dralimgever, had a meaning and had been
commented in a valid way by TIC-FA members.

|

Figure 6 — Picture produced by a TIC-FA sub-group vhile using MapCoP
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Figure 7 — Picture produced by a TIC-FA sub-group vhile using MapCoP

What are the direct outcomes of the use of the L@Rt are the expected outcomes in the
medium/long term, for example if the CoP uses a t&glarly for evaluating its processes?

Does the use of the LOR participate in the achieverof the CoP objectives or meet its needs in
some way?

After the activity, TIC-FA members felt more like @oP than before it (we noticed that when
analysing what they wrote in their logbooks). As fbe mid to long term, they will be frequently
asked to talk about their feeling of belonging -not — to a CoP in their logbook.

Why does this LOR work well (or badly) with thisFGowhat are the conditions for using this LOR
appropriately (the conditions may be internal te tBoP - availability of some tools, role of the
coordinator, opportunity to organise meetings, etor external - role of the institution hostingeth
CoP, etc.)?

The choice of the terms ‘central community membars] ‘periphery’ were badly felt, as pejorative
words, by two of the three groups. People who ktimemselves do not want to label their friends or
colleagues as ‘peripheral’, which they felt wasuiting. They emphasized the fact that they are all
equal and that each one is contributing to the conity at the height of their means. There is wark t
do to rewrite this part of the LOR. One suggesti@as not to use sentences, but to allow people to
point their place in a concentric circles diagram.

Does the use of the LOR enable generation of usefolvledge about the CoP? For whom, the
coordinator and/or the members? What kind of kndgé&

Part of what made the success of the LOR trial thasthe group had been exposed for a few weeks
to the notion of CoP. Without that, the exercisaildchave been perceived as too academic: ‘read the
text and comment’.

It is also noteworthy that the audience was acoostb with pedagogy. In no way a group of
professionals of other fields would have read saudbng, complex and written in a foreign language
text.

What are the possible effects of the use of the b@®Rhe CoP, its members, its organisation, its
domain, etc.?

It is too early to answer this question. The memlbegin too feel that they are a CoP, but this kihd
prediction is impossible right now.
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Miscellaneous notes about the LOR

The CoPs animators noticed that:

= A summary is lacking.

= A few WikiWords leading nowhere are still presanthe text.

= |n the tools to support the activity, an onlinensiation service would be useful.

A suggestion would be to work with a short preséoma(five or six slides) of the CoP theory,
focusing on the key concepts.

6.3.4 NeedCoP — ObjectivesActivities

This LOR was not really trialled but presented distussed with the members of TIC-FA. Members
of the group had a reflection on the LOR and fothmat it was nearly impossible to play. Therefore,
we will not be able to answer the questions, blif tmprovide some raw results.

Regarding the objectives of the LOR, they thougatt,twith regards to group dynamics and social
psychology, few, if any, would dare to answer htlgds the scenario’s questions. They saw the grid
as a bad starting point and suggested to idenééyls instead.

They identified a strong bias in the questions. SEhwere felt as too transparent. They thought it
would inevitably lead to a social desirability bidat could only be overcome by anonymizing the
answers, which would defeat the very purpose oéttezcise: establish a cartography of the CoP.

A problem with the grid was the ‘neutral’ optiorel&cting ‘neutral’ is not neutral since saying that
one is neutral regarding a given topic is one wiagking position.

Another problem with the LOR is that it does narphny kind of debriefing.

The LOR could probably be played by the members ohature CoP, where everybody knows
everybody and the trust climate is high. But ong teawonder if the LOR would still make sense in
this context, where everybody already knows whaohim CoP usually shares their experience, who
usually is more passive, etc. Maybe it can helpegrpented members to gain a finer-grained
knowledge about other member’s topics of choice.

Furthermore, the LOR ObjectivesActivities was cdesed unable to work because it relies too much
on NeedCoP results, which was not possible to ialel in its present state. It is too fuzzy to be
usable and demands a much attuned coordinatooupgnanaging.

7 — Conclusion and perspectives

In this deliverable, we first showed how we develbgwo models that enable us to understand the
ways in which CoPs operate. The first model givesease of the different ways in which CoP
members experience their learning in CoPs and tdsvmight relate to their reasons for engaging
with their CoP. The second model provides a wagabégorising the activities of CoPs. Drawing on
these models we have set out how we developed ibgaand Organisational Resources (LORS) that
could be used by CoPs in order to inform their tigy@ent as communities. Finally, this deliverable
has reported on some trials of these LORs witheti@ePs. In this conclusion we will focus on the
issues that are highlighted by the overall procésteveloping the two models, using these models to
develop resources, and validating these resources.

There are two issues that we wish to highlightstFit is clear that in the whole process from
developing the models to trialling the LORs withrtpaular CoPs, there is a shift from an abstract
model to the situated use of a particular resoureeparticular context. In this move from the gahe

to the particular, it is clear that the models #mel LORs need to be adapted in order to fit with th
needs of a CoP working at a particular time and jarticular place. This means that as they were
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trialled a number of the LORs were adapted in otdebe relevant to the particular CoP and that
different CoPs had quite different experienceshefdgame LORs. This is not a weakness of the LORs;
it is rather a reflection of the inevitable adajmatof a resource to fit with a particular context.
Therefore, the descriptions of the LORs in SecBoshould be seen as a starting point from which
CoPs can develop their own resources rather thamampoint. It is for this reason that versionshef
LOR can also be found on SweetWiki at: http://atgeminria.fr:8080/swikipalette/data/Lor/
LorHome.jsp). This allows for the ongoing developmef the LORs and also offers CoPs the
opportunity to share their experiences of usingLiB&s.

The second issue is that the validation of the LO&salso be taken as evidence of the helpfulrfess o
the two models of CoP processes. This is becausg dppeared to lead to the development of
resources that CoPs found helpful. The next stefheénprocess is to consider how the trials of the
LORs can be drawn upon to further develop theseetsodt present there are insufficient validations

to allow anything other than a suggestion of hoasthmodels might be developed in the future (see
section 4.3, p. 19). Whilst the models offer usefialys to think about CoP processes, it might be
helpful to find ways of linking the general purpss#g the CoP, the motivation of the CoP members,
and ways of approaching CoP processes. It becazaeeclin the validations that different CoPs found

different types of the processes provided by theR&elpful and a possible future development

would be to begin to map these relations. This mnpybvide a means of developing the two generic

models.
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Appendix 1 — Suggested questions for eliciting Cofmembers’
accounts

These questions are designed to elicit responsesmail or an on-line discussion forum. If face-to-
face interviews are preferred the questions carudexl to guide the interview, with follow-up
questions based upon the CoP members’ responses.

As part of the PALETTE project [give a formal inditection to the project if necessary],

we are interested in examining whether your invmigat in [name of CoP] has result

ed

in your professional development. To investigais,tive would like you to respond to
the statement below. Whilst you will be identifisdorder to facilitate the collection of
additional data, in the reporting the outcomes ho$ tresearch the anonymity of all

respondents will be preserved.

What are your objectives in participating in [nawie CoP]? What are you trying Jo

achieve by participating?

Please describe an actual situation in which yowslvement in [name of CoP] has led

you developing your professional knowledge andkilissin some way. The following

guestions may help you to generate your descrifitigrplease ignore any questions t
seem irrelevant and include any relevant detaélsdhe not covered by the questions.

Where did the situation occur (on-line, in a megtin a classroom, in a work context)?

What did you do in the situation?
Who else was involved in the situation? What ratetdey play?
How did your professional knowledge and/or skitlauege as a result of the situation?

What was it about the situation that made you fielt you had developed yo
professional knowledge and/or skills?

to

hat

Appendix 2 — Common guide for the analysis of theehrning
accounts

The steps for the initial analysis we suggestedrara the process suggested by Akerlind (2005):

1.

2.
3.

When and where is the learning taking place?
Who is learning (an individual? a group? what Eiitinole in the CoP?)

coop

are any tools used to support the learning?)

Select a number of the learning accounts to anaWiewould suggest that you start with five
accounts from two or three different CoPs and twrduct further analysis if you are able.

Read through these accounts and familiarise ydusshl the different accounts.
After familiarising yourself with the accounts, feach account answer the following questions:

What is being learnt? (new knowledge? a skill?va way of approaching a problem?)
How does the learning environment support or hirtderlearning (who else is involved?

e. What are the learning outcomes? (what has changealibe of what has been learned?)
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4. Compare the answer to each question that you hewergted from the different accounts. What
appear to be the key differences across the accaomrierms of each of the questions you have
answered?

5. Bring your initial analysis to the meeting for tbecond stage of the process.

Appendix 3 — Schema proposed to the Did@cTIC CoP

variation in perceptions of
how learning occurs in CoP

— I e,

1. Individual 2. Individual 3. Individual 4. Communal

knowladge /practices are knowledge /practices are knowledge /practices are knowledge /practices are
developed by learning developed by learning
from experts from others

developed by participating
in collective activities

developed by participating
in collective activties

Wariation in outcomes
Yariation in reasons for

participating in CoP

1. To gain information about

the domain of this CoP

1)
1. Individual Information

{1

2. Consolidation of individual

| . knowledge

2.To gain an insight into the
knowledge/practicees of 3 3. Consolidation of
others AW 4 communal
knowledge/practices
|

3, To share or exchange
knowledge/practicees o

4. Change in communal
4 knowledge/practices

4. To change individual
knowledge/practices 5

5. Change in practices
4 aoutside the CoP

5. Ta change communal 5
knowledge /practices

Appendix 4 — Email sent to the Did@cTIC participans

Bonjour,

Comme vous l'avez appris lors de la CoP du 8 oetdlernier, les CoPs Did@cTIC sont impliquées
dans le projet PALETTE. Ce dernier vise entre au&resoutenir I'activité des CoPs. Dans ce cadre
différentes activités ont été imaginées dont celequelle vous avez participé.

Par le document joint, je vous transmets 3 cilllastrant vos réponses. Vous pouvez ainsi voir dans
guelle mesure votre perception est partagée ageguiges participants de la CoP. Votre contribution
va servir, dans le cadre du projet PALETTE, a \ali@juster) les activités imaginées.

Aprés avoir consulté les 3 cibles, j'aurais begt@rconnaitre votre point de vue sur I'activité. Pl
faire, je vous propose de répondre aux quatre ipussti-dessous et de m’envoyer par mail vos
réponses.

Questions auxquelles j'aimerais que vous répondiez

1. Comment avez-vous trouveé cette activité ?

2. Quel intérét y avez-vous trouvé ? Avez-vous apeitaines choses utiles ?

3. Quel serait le moment le plus opportun pour effecitette activité : plutdét au début des CoPs
(comme dans votre cas), un peu plus tard ? Mercodenenter votre réponse.

4. Conseilleriez-vous de renouveler cette activité efdvellement avec des suggestions
d’amélioration) avec une autre CoP ? Merci de conierevotre réponse.
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Je vous remercie d’avance de votre précieuse colitibn et vous souhaite des CoPs riches en
partage et découvertes.

Pour I'équipe Did@cTIC

Annick Rossier

Document attaché lors de I'envoi du mail

Activité visant & mieux connaitre comment chaquentme de la CoP bilingue percoit :

= les raisons essentielles de participer a la CoP

= les meilleures manieres d’apprendre dans la CoP

= |es résultats essentiels attendus en participan€CaP

Voici les 3 cibles synthétisant les réponses fasihirs de I'activité.

Vos réponses personnelles correspondenteitta E

Raisons de patrticiper a la CoP

Gain information

To change Communal
Knowledge

To change individual knowledge* XTo share and exchange

PALETTE D.PAR.06 — Learning and Organisational Reses: Conceptual Instruments 69 of 75



FP6-028038

Maniere d'apprendre dans la CoP

Learning from experts

\

Z,

47
3
\
Communal knowledge/practices, , v/ / \

=

Learning

participating in collective activities

AN

\

Individual knowledge/practices,
participating in collective activities

from others

Résultats attendus

Individual information

Change in practice
outside the CoP

Change in
communal Knowledge

Consolidation of
communal Knowledge

Consolidation of
individual knowedge

——A
=B
C
D
—¥—E
——-G
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Appendix 5 — Questionnaire used with Did@cTIC for alidation
of LOR

Questions to the participants

1. Comment avez-vous trouve cette activité ?

2. Quel intérét y avez-vous trouvé ? Avez-vous apgeitaines choses utiles ?

3. Quel serait le moment le plus opportun pour effecitette activité : plutdét au début des CoPs
(comme cela a été effectué), un peu plus tard Ye2ewous expliquer votre réponse ?

4. Conseilleriez-vous de renouveler cette activitécauee autre CoP ? Pouvez-vous expliquer votre
réponse ?

Questions to the coordinators

1. Est-ce que cette activité est cohérente, réalisteregard des objectifs, des besoins et du
fonctionnement de la CoP ?

2. Quel est I'apprentissage direct que I'on peut egrtiy a-t-il un intérét a moyen/long terme si la
CoP renouvelait cette activité pour observer urwdution ?

3. Pourquoi cette activité a bien ou pas bien fonc#o®? Quelles sont selon vous les conditions
nécessaires pour utiliser cette activité de maragpropriée (conditions internes a la CoP — role
du coordinateur, opportunité d’organiser un mongns méta sur la CoP... - ou externes — rble
de l'institution..- )?

4. Comment avez-vous trouvé cette activité ?

5. Est-ce que cette activité permet d’atteindre ureatfjde la CoP ou répond a un besoin d’'une

maniére ou d'une autre ?

Quel intérét y avez-vous trouvé ? Avez-vous apgeitaines choses utiles ?

Quel impact peut avoir cette activité sur les meslate la CoP, son organisatior?...

Quel serait le moment le plus opportun pour effeicieette activité : plutét au début des CoPs

(comme cela a été effectué), un peu plus tard Ye2ewous expliquer votre réponse ?

9. Conseilleriez-vous de renouveler cette activitécawee autre CoP ? Pouvez-vous expliquer votre
réponse ?

oNo

Appendix 6 — Doctoral Programme Survey. Perceptionsof
engagement with the Doctoral Programme

Please respond to the following items about the swigly which you engage with the Doctoral
Programme

1. The best thing about being involved in the daitprogramme is the way that it allows me to
change my practice.

= Strongly C Disagree C Neutral > Agree > Strongly > Not

Disagree Agree Relevant

2. Within the doctoral programme, | am more interésin developing my expertise than helping
others to develop theirs.

C Strongly C Disagree C Neutral > Agree > Strongly > Not
Disagree Agree Relevant
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3. | develop my knowledge and practices throughrmél discussions with other doctoral programme
members.

C Strongly C Disagree C Neutral > Agree > Strongly > Not
Disagree Agree Relevant

4. My focus in participating in the doctoral progmae is to change the ways in which we work
together.

C Strongly C Disagree C Neutral > Agree > Strongly > Not

Disagree Agree Relevant

5. Within the doctoral programme, | am more intexésn the views of the tutors than my peers.

L Strongly L Disagree L Neutral > Agree > Strongly > Not

Disagree Agree Relevant

6. Through the activities of the doctoral programindevelop my knowledge and practices through
presentations by tutors and discussions with them.

C Strongly C Disagree C Neutral > Agree > Strongly > Not

Disagree Agree Relevant

7. Through the activities of the doctoral programindevelop my knowledge and practices through
discussions of practical issues with the other nembf the programme.

C Strongly C Disagree C Neutral > Agree > Strongly > Not

Disagree Agree Relevant

8. I'd rather participate in shared activities thiaten to what the tutors have to say.

C Strongly C Disagree C Neutral > Agree > Strongly > Not

Disagree Agree Relevant

9. | develop my knowledge and practices throughugractivities within the doctoral programme

C Strongly C Disagree C Neutral > Agree > Strongly > Not

Disagree Agree Relevant

10. | develop my knowledge and practices throughsiiaring of useful readings within the doctoral
programme.

C Strongly C Disagree C Neutral > Agree > Strongly > Not
Disagree Agree Relevant
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Appendix 7 — Responses to Items — Doctoral ProgranerSurvey

The best thing about being involved in the doctoral

programme is the way that it
allows me to change my practice.

Cumulative
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Percent
Valid Disagree 8 33.3 33.3 33.3
Neutral 4 16.7 16.7 50.0
Agree 7 29.2 29.2 79.2
Strongly Agree 5 20.8 20.8 100.0
Total 24 100.0 100.0

Within the doctoral programme, | am more interested

than helping others to develop theirs.

in developing my expertise

Cumulative
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Percent

Valid Not Relevant 1 4.2 4.2 4.2
Strongly Disagree 1 4.2 4.2 8.3
Disagree 10 41.7 41.7 50.0
Neutral 4 16.7 16.7 66.7
Agree 8 33.3 33.3 100.0
Total 24 100.0 100.0

| develop my knowledge and practices through inform

al discussions with other

doctoral programme members.

Cumulative
Frequency | Percent | Valid Percent Percent
Valid Disagree 2 8.3 8.3 8.3
Neutral 1 4.2 4.2 12.5
Agree 13 54.2 54.2 66.7
Strongly Agree 8 33.3 33.3 100.0
Total 24 100.0 100.0

My focus in participating in the doctoral programme

we work together

is to change the ways in which

Cumulative
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Percent

Valid Strongly Disagree 1 4.2 4.2 4.2
Disagree 11 45.8 45.8 50.0
Neutral 6 25.0 25.0 75.0
Agree 20.8 20.8 95.8
Strongly Agree 1 4.2 4.2 100.0
Total 24 100.0 100.0
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Within the doctoral programme, | am more interested

than my peers.

in the views of the tutors

Cumulative
Frequency | Percent [ Valid Percent Percent
Valid Disagree 8 33.3 33.3 33.3
Neutral 8 33.3 333 66.7
Agree 6 25.0 25.0 91.7
Strongly Agree 2 8.3 8.3 100.0
Total 24 100.0 100.0

Through the activities of the doctoral programme, |

practices through presentations by tutors and discu

ssions with them.

develop my knowledge and

Cumulative
Freqguency Percent Valid Percent Percent

Valid Neutral 1 4.2 4.3 4.3
Agree 11 45.8 47.8 52.2
Strongly Agree 11 45.8 47.8 100.0
Total 23 95.8 100.0

Missing System 1 4.2

Total 24 100.0

Through the activities of the doctoral programme, |

practices through discussions of practical issues w

the programme.

develop my knowledge and
ith the other members of

Cumulative
Frequency | Percent Valid Percent Percent
Valid  Neutral 1 4.2 4.2 4.2
Agree 12 50.0 50.0 54.2
Strongly Agree 11 45.8 45.8 100.0
Total 24 100.0 100.0

I'd rather participate in shared activities than li

sten to what the tutors have to say.

Cumulative
Frequency | Percent | Valid Percent Percent

Valid  Strongly Disagree 1 4.2 4.2 4.2
Disagree 7 29.2 29.2 33.3
Neutral 12 50.0 50.0 83.3
Agree 3 12.5 12.5 95.8
Strongly Agree 1 4.2 4.2 100.0
Total 24 100.0 100.0

PALETTE D.PAR.06 — Learning and Organisational Reses: Conceptual Instruments

74 of 75



FP6-028038

| develop my knowledge and practices through group

activities within the doctoral

programme
Cumulative
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Percent

Valid Disagree 1 4.2 4.3 4.3
Neutral 2 8.3 8.7 13.0
Agree 16 66.7 69.6 82.6
Strongly Agree 4 16.7 174 100.0
Total 23 95.8 100.0

Missing System 1 4.2

Total 24 100.0

| develop my knowledge and practices through the sh
within the doctoral programme

aring of useful readings

Cumulative
Frequency Percent Valid Percent Percent
Valid Agree 11 45.8 45.8 45.8
Strongly Agree 13 54.2 54.2 100.0
Total 24 100.0 100.0
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