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Abstract
The world has become considerably smaller throhgtetfects of technology, media,
science, transportation, the Internet, and theaspoé global commerce. There has been a
great deal of discussion about how to manage krdgel@and foster individual, group,
and organizational learning. The purpose of thislgivas to investigate the practices and
behaviors that led to the formation of communitégractice (CoPs) in a multinational
corporation, their impact on distributed globalicds, and their influence on a learning
and development culture. The study addressed tlosving question: What impact do
CoPs have on a multinational corporation’s learr@nd development culture? Using a
mixed methods research design, the study founddbBs socialized learning throughout
distributed offices, they contributed to localizedrning-focused identity, and shifted the
corporation’s learning and development culture tmlsa blend of clan and adhocractic

cultures.
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Chapter 1
Introduction

McLuhan’s assertion in 1968 that we live in a “glblillage” has come of age
(McLuhan & Fiore, 1997). The world has become cdasibly smaller through the
effects of technology, media, science, transpamatihe Internet, and the spread of
global commerce. At the same time that the worklltecome smaller, the world’s
problems have grown larger in scope and complékigLuhan & Fiore, 1997). As
global citizens, we have begun to discover mechasnier participating in global
stewardship, to provide the means to share knowletigpbally, and to increase the
collective capacity of both private and public argations. There is much to learn from
the experiences of multinational organizations taat be used to strengthen the capacity
and build the collective intelligence of other angations and society at large (Wenger
& Snyder, 2004).

There has been a great deal of discussion aboutdovanage knowledge and
foster individual, group, and organization learnargl the knowledge bases on which
learning operates (Adler & Cole, 1993; Argyis & $ah1978; Cook & Yanow, 1993;
Cummings & Worley, 2009; Senge, 1990). Cummings\Atmdley (2009) defined
learning organizations as those that have theitald learn how to change and improve
themselves constantly” (p. 535). Wenger, McDernmarit] Snyder (2002) saw the
concept of learning organizations through the EnSommunities of Practice (CoPs) as
an organizational framework that positioned leagras a social phenomenon. CoPs
focus on knowledge-based social structures thatexirpeople, establish relationships

and ways of interacting, and create a common sanslentity (Wenger & Snyder, 2000).



By wielding the potential power of communities imi@anizations, multinational
corporations can be the learning labs for globavidedge sharing. They can integrate
the codification of knowledge, through tools and¢wwoentation, with the socialization of
knowledge, through the creation of networks androomties that actively encourage
participation from its members.
The field of CoPs has been developed and shap#tehbyorks of Wenger and
other researchers (Lave & Wenger, 1991; Wengedr,2@02; Wenger & Snyder, 2000).
In Cultivating Communities of Practice, Wenger et al. (2002) argued that the creation of
CoPs provide the ideal vehicle for driving knowledganagement strategies and
building an organization’s competitive advantagieeyl can drive strategy, generate new
lines of business, solve problems, promote theagshboé best practices, develop people’s
professional skills, and help companies recruit i@tdin talent (Wenger & Snyder, 2000).
Communities, however, are neither easy to buildeasiy to integrate into organizations.
Wenger et al. (2002) described the delicate balamean creating a successful
community:
The most successful CoP thrives where the goalsieeds of an organization
intersect with the passions and aspirations ofgpaints. If the domain of the
community of a community fails to inspire its memgyghe community will
flounder. If the topic lacks strategic relevancéht® organization, the community
will be marginalized and have limited influence.id Imtersection of personal
meaning and strategic relevance is a potent saireeergy and value. Domains
that provide such a bridge are likely to inspire kind of thought leadership and
spirit of inquiry that are the hallmarks of vibradoP. (p. 32)
When an organization acknowledges the domaingititeizes the communities’
existence and role in sharing knowledge and devmdogxpertise and capabilities.

Multinational corporations that have successfulgerimented with CoPs see them as

efficient, flexible, and tailored networks (HaagjlBur, & Thakar, 2000; Kohlacher &



Mukai, 2007; McDermott, 1999; Wenger & Snyder, 200hey transfer knowledge
from individual to individual, group to group, anegion to region, around the globe.

This research study explored the role CoPs playrmultinational corporation’s
learning culture and its ability to encourage comdil and sustainable employee
development and organization change. With morenamigt companies going global, it is
becoming increasingly important to identify mectsams to share knowledge and learn
across organization and geographic boundaries chuicial to understand the role that
CoPs can play in shaping how knowledge is sharddveade more accessible to the
employee base. By blending both technical and kowans, communities have the
opportunity to positively impact a multinationaanization’s learning culture, build
bridges across teams, organizational structuresgaagraphic boundaries, and
contribute to the organization’s strategy and dgwelent. This is a competitive
advantage that should be understood at the mutinadtlevel. What we learn about the
CoP framework at the multinational level has theepbal to help address how to sustain
and improve the health of the “global village” wecntribute towards (McLuhan &
Fiore, 1997).
Research Purpose

The purpose of this study was to investigate tlaetpres and behaviors that lead
to CoP formation in a multinational corporationgithmpact on distributed global offices,
and their influence on a learning and developmalttie. The study addressed the
following questions:
1. What behaviors and practices are used to estaDbsts?

2. What impact do CoPs have on distributed offices?



3. How do CoPs influence learning and developmentoce®

Knowledge gained from this study will be used tttdreunderstand the value CoPs bring
to multinational corporations, their impact on altimational corporation’s learning and
development culture, and how the CoP frameworkbeaapplied in other multinational
organizations.

This study used the definition of CoPs developeianger et al. (2002). They
defined CoPs as “groups of people who share a conaeset of problems, or a passion
about a topic, and who deepen their knowledge apdrése in this area by interacting
on an ongoing basis” (Wenger et al., 2002, p. Ag fiesearcher looked at CoPs whose
domain was primarily concerned with sharing tecahknowledge and expertise and
developing employee’s technical skills. This resbatudy first reviewed the process of
creation and development of CoPs across multigleesfwithin a multinational
corporation, and then sought to understand howtitygut of the communities influenced
knowledge-sharing practices and enabled a leaamdglevelopment culture.
Significance of Study

Friedman (2005) argued that workers need to deveability to “learn how to
learn” to constantly absorb, and teach themseh&s,ways of doing old things or new
ways of doing new things. A multinational corpooats learning and development
organization, typically located within a Human Res@s function, is limited by the
resources assigned to it, the time employees inaedtthe application of knowledge
learned in the typical classroom environment (MailoCairns, Evans, & O’Connor,
2011). Organizations need to integrate fully soicitdraction, conversations in real-time,

peer-to-peer learning, and the spread of both @kplnd tacit knowledge. How do you



create that culture of continuous learning andefioite exchange of experiences on a
global scale?

The creation of CoPs can enable more employeessaarmultinational
corporation to give time to learning and developmeitiatives, beyond a centrally
organized system, and consequently create moraneso Given the specialized content
that employees need to learn in different functiand the distributed nature of
multinational corporations, CoPs are mechanisnisvite the workforce to get more
involved in their own development and to generaie distribute specific knowledge that
can benefit peers and the organization’s overairass (Wenger et al., 2002).
Cultivating CoPs is a practical way to manage kmalgk as an asset, just as
systematically as corporations manage other assatsndividuals, learning takes place
in the course of engaging in, and contributing tmanmunity. For communities, the
purpose of learning is to refine the practice. éiganizations, the purpose of learning is
to sustain interconnected CoPs. Wenger's CommuiiBractice model focused on
networks and social interaction for sharing knowkedand can be seen as a mechanism
to help global workforces learn how to learn anstéo continuous change (Wenger et al.,
2002).

The first objective of this study was to identihetkey behaviors and practices
that contribute to CoP creation in a multinatioc@poration. The second objective was
to identify CoP impact on the multinational’s dilstited offices. The third objective was
to understand how these communities influencedrieg and development culture in
the multinational corporation. By investigating Cofeation, impact, and cultural

influence at the multinational corporation levéistresearch study can provide



recommendations to other multinationals on howudure the learning and development
of its employees, and positively impact a multioaél organization’s continuous
development.
Study Setting

The sample for this research study was drawn fronukinational corporation
with a United States headquarters. This multinalieorporation has more than 25,000
employees spread across 50 offices in more thao@dtries. Of these 25,000 employees,
over 10,000 employees are software engineers.stinty focused on the multinational’s
engineering organization and the learning and agweént organization that supports it.
The learning and development organization, of 5pleyees, is responsible for
providing Software Engineers with the skills theaed, when they need them. Their
challenge is one of scale. The learning and dewedo organization relies on
partnerships with engineers, tapping into theijecttmatter expertise, to meet their
changing demands. The creation of CoPs was agyrataployed by the learning and
development organization to effectively scale reses, facilitate knowledge sharing
within distributed offices, and encourage enginéershare the responsibility for learning
and development opportunities. It is these CoPsateaa focus for this research study.

Over the period of approximately two years, 201d 2012, the corporation’s
learning and development strategy included thetioreand development of CoPs.
Software Engineers worked in partnership with leagrand development Program
Managers to form these communities. These comnesnitere office-specific and
located across the Asia Pacific, Europe, and Nartferica regions. The domain of the

CoPs was technical content that engineers neededrta The community identified



technical learning priorities, created contentiribsted knowledge, and kept a pulse on
the learning needs of their specific offices. E&d#¥ was formed based on the needs to
share knowledge and the motivation of engineesh&we it across their individual offices.
Ownership, over time, shifted towards the Softwangineers and away from the
Program Managers who became facilitators and a tgdiands” (Schein, 1998).

Over this same time period, continuous changesganization structure,
decisions-making processes, and project distributiltuenced shifts in the corporation’s
culture. Since its incorporation, the multinationatporation has been recognized as a
blend of technological expertise and innovation ardghly cohesive and committed
workforce. With the centralization of decision-madsiand leadership to the company’s
headquarters, engineering projects shifted, andigigbuted offices lost some of their
projects and some of their decision-making powée ultinational began focusing
more on process controls, efficiency, outpacingcrmpetition, and increasing market
share, all criteria of hierarchy and market cubui@ameron & Quinn, 2011). Given the
growth of its employee base and the changing celakiips between headquarters and
distributed offices, this study aimed to look aih@oPs fit into the evolving culture of
this multinational corporation and the changes ictipg distributed offices.

Six CoPs were studied. Within each community, SaferEngineers, Engineering
Leadership, and learning and development Programalytars participated in
semistructured interviews. These interviews weredoated to identify the behaviors and
practices that led to community formation, the otitpf the communities, and the impact

on learning and development culture.



Organization of the Study

Chapter 1 explored the role that knowledge shagslags in the effectiveness and
success of multinational corporations. This chaptelined the significance of a
knowledge management platform, CoPs, and the helgtlay in socializing learning,
building collaboration points for a distributed doyee base, and capitalizing on the
subject matter expertise of its employees. Questidiout the value of CoP exist, yet an
investigation into community output and impact asra multinational corporation may
yield insights into how learning and developmeriugs can more effectively distribute
knowledge and influence organization culture.

Chapter 2 provides a review of existing literaturgarious areas relating to
community of practice, organization culture, andwtedge management theory. The
literature review uncovers information that addptdeand focus to this research study. It
also identifies knowledge gaps in the existing aese, and demonstrates how this
research study may potentially contribute to tleélfi

Chapter 3 presents an overview of the researchadelbgy. It includes an
outline of the research design, a description efrésearch sample, an explanation of the
measurements employed, interview protocol guidd,aanoverview of the data analysis
process. It also includes a summary of researdkalilons and a description of steps
taken for the protection of human subjects.

Chapter 4 presents findings of the research samydescribes the data
collection results. The first section presents ifaiale data gathered during interviews
with the research participants. The second seatidades the identification of findings

relating to community of practice value and impactearning and development culture.



Chapter 5 provides an analysis of what the resdardings may mean to
multinational corporations is outlined and conabnsi are drawn. Recommendations for
multinational organizations are made along witloremendations to Organization
Development practitioners. Possible limitationshaf study are expressed, and

suggestions for further research are offered.
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Chapter 2
Literature Review

This chapter summarizes existing literature relée@ommunities of Practice
(CoPs) and learning and development cultures withiitinational corporations. The
research is organized into three categories, imoful@arning organizations, CoPs, and
organization culture. This includes research ortinanus organization change processes,
CoPs’ contribution to knowledge sharing and leagmithin organizations, and the
relationship between organization culture and keolgé sharing within multinational
corporations. The chapter supports the followirggagch questions:
1. What behaviors and practices are used to estaDbsts?
2. What impact do CoPs have on distributed offices?
3. How do CoPs influence learning and developmentce®
Learning Organizations

Peter Senge (1990) defined learning organizatisr@anizations “where people
continually expand their capacity to create thelteghey desire” (p. 3) and where
people are continually learning to see the whogetioer. In organizations where
technological change is rapid and the competitrwerenment is high, organizations
need to discover how to tap people’s commitmentcapécity to learn at all levels and
focus on continuous change and improvement (Cumsr@n@/orley, 2009; Senge, 1990;
Wenger, 1998). Systemic thinking is the cornerswin®enge’s approach; it looks at
organizations as a system of interrelationshipag8eargues that one of the key problems
in organizations is that simplistic frameworks ased for complex systems. By adapting

a systems viewpoint, organizations shift their king to the long-term view and adopt
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core disciplines of personal mastery, mental modélared vision, and team learning to
truly learn and improve themselves constantly (8et§90; Senge et al., 1999).

A learning organization is characterized by orgation structures that emphasize
teamwork, strong cross-functional relations, anivbeking across organization
boundaries (McHugh, Groves, & Alker, 1998; Sen@9d). This promotes information
sharing, systems thinking, and empowerment. Wiitinlearning organization
intervention, there are two related change prosessganization learning (OL) and
knowledge management (KM). Cummings and Worley @@@fined OL as a change
process that “enhances an organization’s capabiliicquire and develop new
knowledge” (p. 538), and KM as a change proceds'tbeuses on how that knowledge
can be organized and used to improve performaqcd38). CoPs, which are the focus
of this research study, are categorized as a Kbtuention (Bjornson & Tingsoyr, 2008;
Cummings & Worley, 2009; Wenger, 1998). CoPs areharisms that view knowledge
through the skills, understanding, and relationsloiporganization’s employees as well
as through the tools, documents, and processesttitaidy aspects of knowledge
(Wenger et al., 2002).

Organization learning. OL is characterized differently by researchers aseb
in a variety of ways to describe individual undarngting, interpersonal communication,
group decision making, and organization transforonatArgyris & Schon, 1978;
Crossan, 1991; Thomas, Clark, & Gioia, 1993). Adouy to Stata (1999), organizational
learning differed from individual learning in twespects: first, it occurs through shared
insight, knowledge, and shared models; seconsd hased not only on the memory of the

participants but also on “institutional mechanismssich as policies, strategies, explicit
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models, and defined processes. Some describe @diaglual learning that occurs
within an organization context (Argyis & Schon, 89Benge, 1990). Others describe OL
in terms of organization processes and structares)earning is embedded in routines,
policies, and organization culture (Adler & Col®9B; Cook & Yanow, 1993). Snyder
(1996) proposed an integration of these perspextne treats organization learning as a
relative concept. The key to organizational leagmmay be in helping workers learn how
to learn, learn how to analyze their own cultuses] how to evolve those cultures around
their strengths (Schein, 1996). Groups may leadiffarent ways and may have to
develop appropriate learning tools for each commyuni

Knowledge managementBuono and Poulfelt (2005) claimed that organizatio
are shifting from a first to second generation klealge management strategy. In the first
generation, attempts at knowledge managementgyratere focused on their origin in
information technology (Buono & Poulfelt, 2005). éimledge was considered a
possession, something that could be captured,harsdat technological issue on how to
codify and spread knowledge. Knowledge was primatigwed as explicit. By explicit,
knowledge exists in codified forms, such as docusjenanuals, and databases
(Cummings & Worley, 2009). The second generatioknaiwledge management is
characterized by knowing in action (Buono & PoulfaD05). Knowledge is thought of
as a socially embedded phenomenon, and solutiorgstbaonsider complex human
systems, support structures, and communities (Wea@nyder, 2004). Wenger and
Synder (2004) argued that the most distinctive\aidable knowledge in organizations
is “difficult or impossible to codify and is tightlassociated with a professional’s

personal identity” (p. 4). Developing and dissertimgithat knowledge depends more on
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informal learning through conversations, storyingll mentorship, and lessons learned
through experiences. This informal learning is ael@mt not on technology, but on social
interaction and collegial relationships (Wenger 8y8er, 2004).

Alavi and Leidner (2001) believed that no singleptimal knowledge
management solution can be developed. Insteadjetywaf approaches and systems
need to be created and employed to access, organelistribute knowledge. KM is
not a monolithic process, but a “dynamic and cardirs phenomenon” (Bjornson &
Tingsoyr, 2008, p. 3).

Communities of Practice

Knowledge and learning are thus social in natBreyn & Duguid, 1991;
Wenger, 1998). CoP definitions consistently stthesole the community has in
enabling and facilitating knowledge creation andrstyg that allows its members to learn
and develop (Andriessen, Soekijad, & Keasberry22@8down & Duguid, 1998;
Magnusson & Davidsson, 2001; Marathe, 1999; Weg&genyder, 2000). Wenger
(2002) coined the term “community of practice” aardued that CoPs provide the ideal
vehicle for driving knowledge-management strategias building lasting competitive
advantage. Wenger et al. (2002) defined a communipyactice (CoP) as a “group of
people who share a concern, a set of problemspassion about a topic, and who
deepen their knowledge and expertise in this ayaatbracting on an ongoing basis” (p.
4).

Increasingly over the past couple of decades, agaans have begun to
leverage CoPs as an organizational change mechamidrive strategy, generate new

business opportunities, solve problems, transfst jx@ctices, develop employees'
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professional skills, and recruit and retain topnalHaas et al., 2000; Kohlacher &
Mukai, 2007; McDermott, 1999; Wenger & Snyder, 200hese communities can be
made up of tens or even hundreds of people, bigalp have a core of participants
whose passion for the topic energizes the commuamitiwho provide leadership, both at
an intellectual and social level (Wenger & Snyd@804). John Seely Brown, VP and
Chief Scientist at Parc Xerox described commundg$peers in the execution of real
work. What holds them together is a common sengeiqfose and a real need to know
what each other knows” (Allee, 2000, p. 5). Largenmunities are often divided by
geographic region or by subject matter to encoupagple to take part actively. The
creation, development, and sustainability of Caiag, provide organizations the ability to
generate, organize, and distribute knowledge adurgtions and geographies.

CoPs can take on many forms, both in name angylie. Some of the
multinationals that have successfully integratéibcent CoP types into their
organizations include Hewlett Packard, the WorldlBand Chrysler (Haas et al., 2000;
Kohlbacher & Mukai, 2007; Wenger & Snyder, 2000).H%, CoPs are known as
“learning communities,” where no two learning conmities operate the same. Their
communities are geographically distributed, anddcal communities emphasize face-
to-face communication for sharing tacit knowledgd axplicating it (Kohlbacher &
Mukai, 2007). With regards to output, their comnti@si have succeeded in standardizing
the software sales and installation processes stathleshing a consistent pricing scheme
for HP salespeople. In an HP case study out ofn]dpay concluded that “one size does
not fit all,” and their various learning commungiare “as diverse as the situations that

give rise to them” (Kohlbacher & Mukai, 2007, p.)1A&t World Bank, CoPs are the
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heart and soul of their knowledge management glydi&enger & Snyder, 2000). When

it made the decision to provide monetary suppotihéir communities, the World Bank
saw a significant increase in the number of orgaron-wide communities—it is now

over 100—and in the intensity of participation. Tdagnmunities are contributing to the
strategic direction of the company and its aimeaodme the “Knowledge Bank”

(Wenger & Snyder, 2000). In the early 90’s, Chrysglentified a knowledge gap, and
engineers informally came together to exchange frestices, lessons learned, and share
expertise across different organizations (Haas ,€2@00). Management soon recognized
the value of these communities and they were bihadéTech Clubs” (Haas et al.,

2000).

CoP dimensions.CoPs do not replace formal organizational strestusuch as
teams and business units. Wenger & Snyder (20@diedrthat the purpose of formal
units, such as functional departments or crosstimmal teams, is to deliver a product or
service and take accountability for quality, cestg customer service. CoPs can help to
ensure that learning and innovation activities o@oss formal structural boundaries. A
key benefit of CoPs is the bridges they build asmestablished organizational boundaries
to increase the “collective knowledge, skills, andfessional trust of those who serve in
these formal units” (Wenger & Snyder, 2004, p. 5).

Wenger described three important dimensions of @oRiain, community, and
practice (Wenger et al., 2002). A Community's @ffeness as a social learning system
depends on its strength in all three structuralesisions (Allee, 2000, Wenger & Snyder,
2004).

e Domain. A community of practice focuses on a spetdfomain,” which defines
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its identity and what it cares about. People orgaaround domains of
knowledge that gives members a sense of joint pmserand brings them
together. Passion for the domain is crucial. Mershassion for the domain is
typically a deep part of their personal identitglanmeans to express their work.
Community The second element is the community itself andytredity of the
relationships that bind its members. Optimally, tembership reflects the
diversity of perspective and expertise relevare#nling-edge innovation efforts
in the domain. Leadership by an effective “commyunodordinator” and core
group is a key success factor. The feeling of comityiis essential. It provides a
strong foundation for learning and collaborationoaign diverse members.
Practice Each community develops its practice by sharingadaloping the
knowledge of practitioners in its domain. Elemesfta practice include its
repertoire of tools, frameworks, methods, and etoas well as activities related
to learning and innovation.

CoP formation. There are five stages of CoP development (Werll§98g).

Communities are emergent, and their emergence ctimegyh the process of activity,

rather than being created to carry out a task (Br&iuguid, 1991). Along with each

stage, Verna Allee (2000) identified various atiid that OD professionals can assist

with, given their expertise in group development.

Stage 1: Potential. There is a loose network of people with similguiss and

needs. People need to find each other, discovemmnground, and begin preparations

for the formation of a community. During this pha®® professionals can lend their

expertise to assist with identifying benefits a¢ tommunity’s creation, leading a
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development strategy, and helping potential memirgilsa common domain through
interviews and focus groups.

Stage 2: Coalescing. Workers come together and launch a community. Timely
value in engaging in learning activities and desigra community. During this phase,
OD professionals can facilitate dialogue betweembes to help build the community,
document discussions, design infrastructure, amd brganization support.

Stage 3: Maturing. The community takes charge of its practice anavgro
Members set standards, define learning agendadaattithte community growth. They
engage in activities, create artifacts, and devetopmunity commitment and member
relationships. OD professionals can be helpful winencommunity is maturing by
codeveloping learning agendas, connecting the camtynto best practices, and
cocreating frameworks or guidelines to help traekedlopment and success.

Stage 4: Active. The community is established and goes throughesyai
activities. They need ways to sustain energy, rengvest, educate new members, and
gain influence in the organization. The OD profesal can be most helpful by working
with the community on its sustainability, coachthgm on organizational issues,
connecting them with other communities for mutearhing and sharing. They can also
build capacity of community members, enabling memnlb@ take on leadership roles as
the community grows in membership and tasks.

Stage 5: Dispersing. The community has outlived its usefulness and peopve
on. The challenges are about letting go and definifegacy. The OD professional, in
this fifth stage, can aid in helping workers let taxilitating story-telling, and preserving

artifacts and maintain community history.
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Communities are not born in their final state é&ll 2000). They grow and evolve
through an organic and emergent cycle of high anddctivity. Many go through such
radical changes that the reason for staying togéthe little relation to the reason they
started in the first place (Wenger et al., 2002).

CoP benefits.CoPs are beneficial for individual members, fa& dommunity,
and for the business (Allee, 2000; Wenger, 199BgyTprovide corporations with ways
to connect people across geographical and orgamzabundaries. They are vehicles for
spurring professional development, expanding engaddgnowledge, and helping to
business results.

Individual ben€efits. Participation in CoPs helps develop individuallskind
competencies, helps job performance, and providekenges and opportunities to
contribute to the organization (Allee, 2000). Co@mmbership also provides a stable
sense of community with other colleagues withindbmpany and fosters a learning-
focused sense of identity (Wenger & Snyder, 2000).

Community benefits. The collective knowledge of CoP members helpsibuil
common language, methods and models around spegifipetencies that encourage
innovation and risk-taking (Brown & Duguid, 199The community’s knowledge is not
only captured in face-to-face conversation or olew conference meetings but also
through the use of resource tools and technoldbetsncrease access to expertise across
the company (Allee, 2000). CoPs aid in the retentibknowledge when employees
move projects, offices, or leave the company, ald embed knowledge in the larger

company population.
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Business benefits. CoPs add value to organizations in a number of wHys
includes helping to drive strategy, supportingdagtiroblem solving both locally and
organization wide, and cross fertilizing ideas arateasing opportunities for innovation
(Allee, 2000; Wenger & Snyder, 2000). For exampteBuckman Labs, CoP members
routinely respond to specific queries within 24 fsfniom peers across Europe, South
Africa, and Canada (Wenger & Snyder, 2000). Colgapidly address and distribute
practices for operational excellence.

CoP paradox.If CoPs are effective, why aren’t they more prewt? There are
three key reasons. First, it's not easy to build sustain CoPs and integrate them into
organizations. Their organic, informal nature matkesn resistant to supervision and
interference (Wenger et al., 2002; Wenger & Synde@0) and so managers and
executives with high needs for control or authoii@sm may resist their formation. The
core of a CoP is made up of a small group of ppdrs who are passionate for a
particular topic and this passion energizes thensaonity and provides both social and
intellectual leadership (Wenger & Snyder, 2000) niigers are encouraged to bring the
right people together and “provide an infrastruetior communities to thrive” (Wenger
& Synder, 2000, p. 140) instead of “mandating” (\Wen& Synder, 2000, p. 140) the
creation of CoPs. CoPs need to be driven by theraamty members to sustain
momentum.

Second, CoPs are informal and are primarily sejanized (Wenger et al., 2002;
Wenger & Synder, 2000). Membership is self-selecad people tend to know when
and if they should join. They know if they have sihing to give. Passion, commitment,

and identification with the group’s expertise htté community of practice together.
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The community lasts for as long as there is intaresiaintaining the group. While
informal and self-organized, communities benebtircultivation: “like gardens, they
respond to attention that respects their naturedriér & Synder, 2000, p. 144).

Third, organization culture is often seen as aikaipitor of effective knowledge
sharing (McDermott & O’Dell, 2001). Companies oftaitempt to change their culture to
match their knowledge management initiatives irdstefaadapting their knowledge
management approach to fit the organization cultline process of CoP development is
inherently innovative and collaborative, as newcameplace old timers and as the
domains of practice force the community to reviseelationship to its environment
(Brown & Duguid, 1991). This process can challeagganizations whose cultures
emphasize hierarchal structure, strict measuremedtprocess control (McDermott &
O’Dell, 2001). Wenger and Snyder (2000) believedcetives and senior leadership can
often have difficulty understanding the value ofRSpand OD practitioners play an
important role in building clarity around value.& hest way to assess value, according to
Wenger and Snyder (2000), was “by listening to mersibstories, which can clarify the
complex relationships among activities, knowledge] performance” (p. 145).
Organization Culture

Organizations will not learn effectively and Cafaginot contribute to that
learning until they recognize and confront the ilcgtions of culture (McDermott &
O’Dell, 2001; Schein, 1996). Schein (1996) and Mebett and O’Dell (2001) believed
that culture is often seen as a key inhibitor ¢é&fve knowledge sharing, and
knowledge management needs to be adapted todithetculture, linked to solving

business needs, and match the organization’s style.
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Companies that successfully implement knowledgeagament do not try to
change their culture to fit their knowledge managetapproach (McDermott, 1999;
McDermott & O’Dell, 2001). They build their knowlgd management approach to fit
into their culture. Since Ford is known as a toprddnierarchical company, they took a
direct approach when implementing a new knowledgaagement initiative
(McDermott & O’Dell, 2001). Lotus, on the other ltanvho is known for their “jeans
and Hawaiian shirt” (McDermott & O'Dell, 2001, pOBculture of software development,
had different knowledge sharing practices in déferfunction’s development. Lotus
encourages its employees to decide how to shaghtasand build on each other’s ideas.

McDermott and O’Dell (2001) identified five key ks about aligning
knowledge sharing with the organization culturejohihncludes: (a) make a connection
between sharing knowledge and practical busineats g) match the style of your
organization rather than copy practices by anathganization, (c) link sharing
knowledge to widely held core values, (d) enhaheenetworks that already exist, and
(e) recruit the support of people who already sideas. For any new change initiative,
organizations should find the existing networkg #ieeady share knowledge and build
on the energy they already have (Cameron & Qui@fh12McDermott & O’Dell, 2001;
Schein, 1996).

Most discussions of organization culture (Cameroit&ngton, 1998; O'Reilly
& Chatman, 1996; Schein, 2010) agree that culufa socially constructed attribute of
organizations that serves as the social glue bgndmorganization together” (Cameron &
Quinn, 2011, p. 18). Culture is reflected in theibie aspects of the organization, like its

mission and values (McDermott & O’Dell, 2001; Sehe2010). Culture also exists in the
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way people act, what they expect of each other hamdthey make sense of each other’'s
actions (Cameron & Quinn, 2011; McDermott & O’'D&01; Schein, 2010). In
assessing an organization’s culture, one can fooubke entire organization as the unit of
analysis or one can assess different subunit e@dfudentify the common dominant
attributes of the subunit cultures, and aggredamt(Cameron & Quinn, 2011; Schein,
2010).

Cameron and Quinn’s (2011) Organizational Cultussessment Instrument
(OCAI) model, based on their Competing Values frand, maps four dominant culture
types of clan (collaborative), adhocracy (creativearket (competing), and hierarchy
(controlling). The framework and associated insteatrserve as diagnostic tools to help
facilitate change in organizational culture by loakat current and preferred future

cultural states. The figure below outlines the cetimy values framework (see Figure 1).

Culture Type: Clan, or Collaborative Culture Type: Adhocracy, or Creative
Leadership Style: Faciltator, Mentor, Team Buldsr Leadership Style: inncvator, Entrepransur, Visionany
Values: Commitment, Communication,Development, Values: Innovative outpuls, Transfocrmation, Agility,

Teamwark, Participation. and Ceonsensus Experimantation, Initiatve, snd Freedom
Culture Type: Hierarchy, Controlling Culture Type: Market, or Competing
Leadership Stybe: Coordinator, Monitor, Crganizer Leadership Style: Hand driver, Competior, Producar
Valuaes: Efficiency, Timeliness, Consistency and Values: Market Share, Goal Achievemeant,

Uniformity. Prediciakbility, Stability, Formal Profitability, Compatilion, Measwsbla

Rufes Goats, Emphasis on Winning

Figure 1

Competing Values Framework
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One approach to analyzing company culture is to themrganization’s mission,
beliefs, and guiding principles to each of the fquadrants within the Competing Values
Framework. By plotting an organization’s missiom guiding principles, the strengths
and weaknesses are often revealed when the vanigasization elements are mapped
out (Cameron & Quinn, 2011). Schein (2010) disagjseieh this approach of mapping
mission, beliefs, and principles to analyze companiure. He places a high value on
talking with employees, asking them questions, lagating stories that illustrate
organization culture.

Cameron and Quinn (2011) provided a nine-step syaie approach for
changing an organization’s culture. The nine stepitiating culture change are as
follows: reach consensus regarding the currentiilteach consensus regarding the
preferred culture, determine what the changesawmtl will not mean, identify stories
illustrating the desired future, identify a strategction agenda, identify small wins,
identify leadership implications, and identify mesrand measures to maintain
accountability (Cameron & Quinn, 2011). The purpokthese steps is to facilitate
involvement of organization members and minimiza@stance to the culture change
efforts that follow. Culture change does not oasithout involvement, commitment, and
active support throughout the entire organizat®ecause of its difficult implementation,
a common viewpoint and understanding why cultuexdsdgo change needs to be shared
before moving into any change effort.

In contrast to with Cameron and Quinn’s approaduydf Schein (2010) revised
and expanded Kurt Lewin’s model, The Stages of hiegfChange, to demonstrate three

key steps necessary to manage and implement ciasigding the following: (a)
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unfreezing, to create motivation to change; (b)riew new concepts, new meanings for
old concepts; and (c) internalizing those new cptecand new meanings. In these three
stages, Schein summarizes the difficulty inherattt shange, the anxiety involved with
un-learning embedded routines and learning newtipes; and the need for a safety net
to overcome resistance.

According to Schein (2010), creating the motivatio change is the critical first
step for any organization change process. Accortiri@ameron and Quinn (2011),
reaching consensus regarding the current cultutgeaferred future culture is the
critical first step. While their perspectives diffan initial steps, they both believe in the
importance of understanding anxiety, fear, andstasce, and addressing these issues by
involving the employees in the change effort, pdowy them with a compelling future
vision, and an infrastructure to support the char(@ameron & Quinn, 2011; Schein,
2010). In this research study, Cameron and Quif29%1) and Schein’s (2010) work
was used to analyze the multinational corporatienlture and how that culture
facilitates knowledge sharing, learning and develept.
Summary

Global change and technological innovation havdlehged multinational
organizations to evolve strategy and process. Wfitincrease in available tools to
communicate and collaborate, organizations must le@ard at how they are adapting
to change, and decide how they want to encouragj¢aariitate knowledge sharing.
What balance do multinational organizations sthkéwveen global consistency and local
differences to yield optimal organizational effeeness? What is possible through the

use and adaption of technological advances? Whatlogs social interaction and
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infrastructure play in order to ensure global asdesnformation and encourage the
sharing explicit and tacit knowledge?

CoPs are emerging in companies that (a) thrivermwledge, (b) understand and
appreciate the management paradox that these iafstnactures require, and (c) are
willing to invest in their cultivation and integrah. Through the adoption of CoPs, using
different technologies and social processes, natlonal corporations have the potential
to shift ownership of knowledge sharing to its eayeles, and build capacity in their
employee base to be vehicles for continual changeraprovement. These communities
provide opportunities for employees to play a dod as student and as teacher.

Although a great deal of literature has defined £€afd described their benefits
and challenges as a knowledge management processyesearch is needed to
understand the impact of CoPs, especially acrossmational corporations. In a growing
global economy, tools for effective communicationl &ollaboration across geographies
are becoming more and more important. OD pracgti®imave an opportunity to help
guide organizations in social interactions, to ueténd similarities and differences in
style, and to identify productive ways to learn atithose similarities and from those
differences on a continual basis. This sharingnaidedge and experience can
strengthen multinational organization’s strateggt anprove productivity on a continual,
sustainable basis. This research study aimed taifgé&nowledge sharing best practices
that support and influence a multinational corgoras organization culture, and identify
common themes that bridge knowledge gaps, andecseigtainable methods of

continuous learning.
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Chapter 3 of this research project details thegdemnd methodology used to
gather data about CoP and their impact on a mtibima organization learning and
development culture. Chapter 3 will define the skngetting, the participant selection

process, data gathering methods, and the proceasdtyzing the data.
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Chapter 3
Methodology

The purpose of this chapter is to describe théaust used to gather data
from distributed engineering offices that have fethCoPs to enhance learning and
development. This supports the study’s researchtipunes:
1. What behaviors and practices are used to estabbsts?
2. What impact do CoPs have on distributed offices?
3. How do CoPs influence learning and developmentoce®
This chapter supports this research purpose binmglthe research and data gathering
methodologies, including information about commyioit practice formation and
development, community of practice output, andeb@ution of learning and
development culture in the engineering offices i multinational corporation. This
chapter addresses the research design, samplihgaoédgy, data measurement, and
process for analyzing the data. Limitations oftbgearch approach are discussed at the
end of this chapter.
Research Design

The research study was designed using qualitssleniques. By analyzing

gualitative data, the researcher investigated hawlkinational corporation’s learning
and development culture evolved through the devetap of CoPs in distributed offices.
The research design used a series of semistrudtuszdiews with employees from the
same organization to analyze the three core elentdrat CoP: its domain of knowledge,

the community of people who care about the doneaid, the shared practice of
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improvement and the value that engineers brougthtetio offices through the
development of their CoP (Wenger, 1998).

This qualitative methodology represented a sipgiat in time collection of both
the independent and dependent variables. The stoiri€oP formation, development,
and impact were used to assess the relationshipgthem. As a result, there is an
important design weakness associated with the cammethod variance problem.
Common method variance is defined as “varianceishatributable to the measurement
rather than to the constructs the measures reptéseske, 1982, p. 81). Many
researchers agree that it is a potential problebeiravioral research, and studies can
suffer from false correlations and run the riskeggorting incorrect research results
(Bagozzi & Yi, 1991, Fiske, 1982; Spector, 1987).

Research Sampling

All CoPs in the multinational organization werited to participate in the
research study, and the Program Managers whotéeilCoP activities provided a total
of 30 employee recommendations based on the Cofet®st in participating. These 30
employees included members from six office-spe@iuds.

As names of interested engineers and leads wdextaa, the researcher
contacted each potential participant. Those wheejto participate submitted a letter of
consent to the researcher. The researcher infoemeld Program Manager and engineer
that he would contact them to schedule the reseatetview once the institutional
process for human subject research was completetbanal approval from the

multinational organization was granted.
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Table 1 is a listing of participating offices atfé number of participants
interviewed. To protect the anonymity of individwdfices, the names of the offices are
not shown. Each participating office was assignéttar (A to F). Each office code was
used to identify, track, and analyze the colleciata.

Table 1

Listing and Size of Participant Offices, Numbers of Participantsin Each Office

Community of Total #
Office Code | Office Region| Office Size Practice Size | Interviewed
Office A Americas 100 - 250 8 n=>5
Office B Americas 100 - 250 10 n=>5
Office C Asia Pacific 250 - 500 10 n=>5
Office D Asia Pacific 100 - 250 6 n=>5
Office E Europe 100 - 250 8 n=>5
Office F Europe 250 - 500 10 n=>5

The participants included 18 Engineers, six Engjimg Leads, and six Program
Managers across these communities. All engineegach office’s CoP were invited by
the Program Manager to participate in the resestuady. All 30 participants took part in
individual, 1-hour interviews with the researcher.

The purpose of this sampling methodology was thaeyatiata from the three
primary levels of CoP involvement and to build axpoehensive story about the learning
and development culture in distributed offices. Ttmee primary levels included the
Engineers, Engineering Leads, and Program Managegsneers were interviewed to
understand their perspective on community developnoaitput, and value. Engineering
Leads were interviewed to understand their persgeon community development,
output, and value on the projects they lead andathv@afice cohesion. Program
Managers were interviewed to understand their getsge on community development,

output, and value.
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Engineers, Engineering Leads, and Program Manageveded data about their
office-specific CoP. With data from these threespectives, the researcher analyzed
patterns of CoP development, output, and impadtaming and development culture in
each office and globally.

Protection of Human Research Participants

Approval to conduct the proposed research studygranted from Pepperdine
University’s Institutional Review Board. As a resuhe study was conducted in
accordance with generally accepted research anzhkghinciples including informed
consent, anonymity, and confidentiality.

Measurement

Based on their CoP framework, Wenger et al. (200&)gnized the difficulty
with measuring knowledge resources, but believel ‘g@n measure and manage the
‘knowledge system’ through which it flows and cemavalue” (p. 166). They
acknowledge two processes, the knowledge-developpnecess and the application
process, by which one can trace and document khigoreship between activities that
produce and apply knowledge. This includes loolkihgoth anecdotal evidence—stories
that explain linkages between activities, knowledggources, performance outcomes—
and static measures that include documents crgaaetiipation rates, and other
activities. To identify value creation, the reséarcgathered anecdotal evidence in
interviews to understand what the communities aindj collected examples from
Engineering Leadership and learning and developmesgram Managers to see how

knowledge resources were applied to engineer’s work



31

Interview Protocol

A 13-question interview was constructed to colldata from each participating
Engineer (see Appendix A), Engineering Lead (sepefidix B), and learning and
development Program Manager (see Appendix C). Tlesttpns contained in the
interview protocol guide were based on Wenger' 92 @vork for measuring and
managing value creation of a CoP. As recommentiedeisearcher focused on gathering
casual stories and related statistics that aredéd& show how community activities,
knowledge resources, business value are relatedh@&f et al., 2002, p. 173). The
guestions are detailed in Table 2.

Table 2

I nterview Guide Questions (Engineers, Engineering Leads, and Program Managers)

No. | Questions

Before Community of Practice Questions

3. | What type of learning and development activiégssted in the office before the
community of practice formed?

4. | Were others in the office aware of the learrand development needs?

o

Who was motivated in the office to address thesels?

Community of Practice Activity Questions

What role do you currently play in your offic€€oP?

What motivated you to get involved?

When did the community of practice form? Whaswee reason(s) for its forming?

NoNE

Can you describe for me how the community otfca formed? Who was
involved? What role did you play?

What motivates engineers to get involved inatdmunity of practice?

©|©

In what ways are you and other engineers rezedrfor your involvement in the
community of practice?

Community of Practice Value and Impact Questions

10. | What changes have you seen in the office rasudt of the community of practice?

11. | What impact have these changes had on leaanitnglevelopment in the office?

12. | How would you describe the effectiveness ofdbvamunity of practice?

13. | What words or phrases would you use to destndéarning and development
culture in the office?
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Three of the interview guide questions (numbebg @&<ere designed to gather
information about awareness, activities, and mttweto change before CoPs were
formed. Six of the interview guide questions (numskie2, 6-9) were designed to gather
information about community of practice activitydaresources created. Four of the
interview guide questions (numbers 10-13) weregiesi to gather information about
community of practice value and impact on learrang development culture.

Data Analysis

After completing the interviews, the data collecteere organized into three
sections, including CoP purpose and formation @m®c€oP output in distributed offices,
and CoP impact on learning and development culiesponses within a section were
categorized by similarities. Differences among oesjents were noted as well. After this
initial categorization, best practices, behaviarg] common themes were identified.

The researcher analyzed participant responseg tGdP output and impact
guestions and looked for specific evidence wheraqgyeants said CoPs were effective,
helpful, and had a positive impact on the orgarpafTo validate the correct
comprehension and interpretation of the intervieWws research sent the analysis to the
interviewees for approval and clarification. Theshinique is recommended by Seale
(1999) who describes it as “seeking agreement fotors as to the truth of a
researcher’s account” (p. 63). The intervieweeswididentify any discrepancies, but
they did point out that CoPs were not the soleadrof specific individual or community
outcomes. They explained that CoPs had a signtficloence on outcomes, in addition
to office leadership and manager support.

The qualitative data was used to answer the foligwjuestions:
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1. What behaviors and practices are used to estaDosts?

2. What impact do CoPs have on distributed offices?

3. How do CoPs influence learning and developmentoe®

The researcher estimated that over 50% of theggaatits interviewed would need to
state that CoPs were effective and positively erficed the office’s learning and
development culture to conclude that CoPs had @adton learning and development
culture.

Research Limitations

There are several limitations associated withrésearch design. Most notably,
the research study investigated the practices @haultinational organization. The data
collected only included qualitative interview datad specific to CoPs within this
multinational organization. The CoPs analyzed #iieeaspecific, focused on learning
and development, and the CoP members were Softveg@eers.

Since the study investigated the practices ofronkinational organization, the
sample size was limited to that one organizatidre drganization’s employee base was
software engineers. The type of work and work c¢elia different from many other
multinational organizations. The data captured @uttbequent analysis may not be
relevant to all multinational organizations or athges of organizations. The subject
organization was also unwilling to allow additioniata beyond the qualitative interview
data to be included. Quantitative data was notishedl in the research study.

This study analyzed CoPs in the Engineering Orgaio, across all three global
regions. While the study included communities fralithree global regions, it did not

include every community. All communities were irdtto participate, but only half
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agreed to participate. The data collected wasemesentative of all CoPs at the
multinational organization.

Lastly, the participants volunteered for the reseanterviews. Their perspectives
may or may not have been shared by others in the €oP that did not choose to
participate.

Summary

This chapter outlined the research design, sagpphethodology, design, and
data analysis procedures used to identify the itnpd€CoP on learning and development
culture. The chapter also outlined the questioesl tis get at less tangible data such as
engineer perceptions, level of engagement and ctment, and overall adoption of
community of practice approach. Chapter 4 will detee data gathered as well as the

overall research findings.
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Chapter 4
Research Findings
This research study explored the impact that G@i®e on a multinational
corporation. The purpose of this study was to itigate the formation of CoPs, what
behaviors and practices were used to establish, thiedhhow they influenced a learning
and development culture in a multinational corporatThe study aimed to address the
following research question: What impact do CoRselan a multinational corporation'’s
learning and development culture? Knowledge gafrad this study will be used to
better understand how CoPs influence a multinatiomgoration’s learning and
development culture. Qualitative data was gatheyeahswer the following questions:
1. What behaviors and practices are used to estaDbsts?
2. What impact do CoPs have on distributed offices?
3. How do CoPs influence learning and developmentoce®
This chapter reports the findings of the study deskribes the data collection results.
Qualitative Data
This research study interviewed 30 participaramfsix office-specific CoPs
across a multinational corporation. The study sampiluded 18 Engineers, six
Engineering Leads, and six Program Managers athhese communities. The six
communities and 30 participants were spread athoss geographic regions. The
purpose of this sampling methodology was to gatlaéa and build a comprehensive
story about learning and development cultural cbeaagyoss geographically distributed

offices.
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The interviews began with questions about the@pant’s role in the CoP and
the date of the CoP’s formation. All Program Managgescribed their roles as
evolutionary, as shifting from expert to a suppaytipair of hands.” Most Engineers also
described their roles as evolutionary citing a ofixesponsibilities ranging from
identifying training needs, teaching, creatinginding technical content, to recruiting
additional volunteers. The Engineering Leads dbedrtheir roles as a supportive one
that included recognizing the CoP for their workhe office, providing support where
needed, and encouraging other engineers to voluntee
Establishing CoPs

One of the key axioms of OD is “that people’s iiaads for change depends on
creating a felt need for change” (Cummings & Wor2§09, p. 165). Participants were
asked to describe the organizational readinedsenf distributed office to adopt the CoP
approach. This included gathering data about trerewess of challenges associated with
learning and development and the motivation to ghahe current state. Participants
were asked to describe the process used to forrotihenunities, the roles in this process,
the recognition practices, and the challenges &sgsocwith community of practice
formation.

Organizational readiness Participants identified five primary factors of
organizational awareness associated with the &freadiness to adopt the CoP
approach: (a) the need for learning and developnflenthe value of learning and
development, (c) existing expertise in the offigh,existing reliance on other offices,
and (e) an existing culture of volunteerism (sekl@8). The most common awareness

factors were the need for learning and developr{ii%) and existing reliance on other



offices (60%). These factors suggest where theimeed to change the state of

knowledge sharing, learning and development caoma.fr
Table 3

Organizational Readiness
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Readiness Factor N | %
Awareness
Recognizes the need for learning and development B0
Need for more learning and development activitigaihing 22| 73
Need to create a coordinated learning and developapproach 10 38
Need to raise awareness and visibility of learmpgortunities 8 27
Recognizes the value of learning and development 147
Helps us attract top engineering talent 3 10
Reinforces company culture of learning 3 10
Helps develop engineers’ skills 8| 27
Recognizes expertise in the office 6| 20
Recognizes reliance on other offices 18| 60
Culture of volunteerism 5 17
Motivation
Desire to increase learning and development aietsvit 8| 27
Desire to teach 6| 20
Desire to learn 1 3
Desire to help peers 1 3
Desire for self-sufficiency 8| 27
Desire to make a contribution 6| 20
Personal Satisfaction 4| 13

Note. Number of participants = 30

Participants also identified four primary motivatad factors associated with the

office's readiness to adopt the CoP approach:ggijalto increase L&D activities, (b)

desire for self-sufficiency, (c) desire to makepatcibution, and (d) personal satisfaction

(see Table 3). The most common motivations weresg@lto increase L&D activities

(27%) and a desire for self-sufficiency (27%). Mitlgh awareness for change was high

and uniform across the sample, the motivationtierdhange varied more widely.
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Core Member Readiness
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17
17

53

53

83

Readiness factor N %
Awareness
Recognizes the need for learning and development MO
Need for more learning and development activitigaihing 25 83
Need to create a coordinated learning and developapproach 19 63
Need to raise awareness and visibility of learmppgortunities 17 57
Recognizes the value of learning and development 2273
Helps us attract top engineering talent 5
Reinforces company culture of learning )
Helps develop engineers’ skills 12 40
Recognizes expertise in the office 12 40
Recognizes reliance on other offices 16
Culture of volunteerism 7 23
Motivation
Sense of responsibility 20 67
Invited by program manager 17 57
It's my job 8 27
Personal satisfaction 30 | 100
Wanted to help 20 67
Wanted to help myself 6 20
Passion and enjoyment related to education 16
Recognized for his/her potential expertise 5
Self-recognition 14 47
Recognized by others 11 37
Lack of volunteers 8 27

Note. Number of participants = 30.

Core member readinessParticipants discussed their individual readindssiy

own awareness, and their own motivation. Partidgpatentified five factors of

individual awareness comparable to those of tharorgtion: (a) the need for learning

and development, (b) the value of learning and ldgweent, (c) expertise in the office,

(d) reliance on other offices, and (e) culture olitmteerism (see Table 4). The most

common awareness factors were the need for leaamdglevelopment (100%) and the

value of learning and development (73%). Thesefachow similarities and difference

between overall office level awareness and CoP m@mber awareness. Both show
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similar awareness of learning and development naedseliance on other offices, but
the CoP core members have a higher level of awssamrgarding the value of learning
and development and subject matter expertise ioffiee.

Participants also identified factors of their midual motivation: (a) a sense of
responsibility, (b) personal satisfaction, (c) rgaition of their own subject matter
expertise, and (d) lack of existing local volungegee Table 4). The most common
motivational factors were personal satisfactior0) and recognition of subject matter
expertise (83%). This suggests the reasons why tesicipants are core members of
the CoPs in their offices.

CoP purpose.Participants identified three primary reasonsdoP formation: (a)
increase local learning and development activi(lesincrease office self-sufficiency,
and (c) reinforce culture of learning (see TableThe most common reasons were to
increase local learning and development activ{fi&80) and increase office self-
sufficiency (47%). Within the reason of increasaugivities, participants called out the
need to increase understanding of L&D needs (2d&)elop the local employee’s
technical skills (30%), share local subject magtguertise and best practices (20%), and
visibility of learning opportunities (7%). The facs suggest a relationship between needs
of the office and motivation to address the neeitls the adoption of the CoP approach.

CoP formation. Participants described three broad and sepaagesof CoP
formation as well as key steps within those stagke.Potential stage included three
steps: (a) design and gain buy-in on communityppireach, (b) define potential
members, and (c) gather engineer volunteers (sele Ba The Coalescing stage

included five steps: (a) meet with potential mensb@p) identify and prioritize training
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needs, (c) build facilitator pool, (d) create Cafewimentation, and (e) create technical
training content. Finally, the Maturing stage ird#d two steps: (a) schedule activities
and (b) meet regularly to continue evolving the Cbife most discussed process steps
were gathering engineer volunteers (80%), idemtgyand prioritize training needs (80%),
and scheduling activities (87%). These factors sagthat the core steps of gathering
volunteers, identifying and prioritizing trainingeds, and scheduling activities are
needed to form a CoP and begin delivering learamtydevelopment activities.

Table 5

Community of Practice Purpose

Purpose N | %

Increase local learning and development activities 22 | 73

Increase understanding of local learning and dgwveént needs 8 27

Develop local employee’s technical skills 10 30

Share local subject matter expertise and bestipeact 6| 20

Increase awareness and visibility of learning oppoties 2 7
Increase office self-sufficiency 14 | 47
Reinforce culture of learning 8 | 27
Note. Number of participants = 30.

Table 6

Community of Practice Formation Process

Activity N | %
Potential Stage 30 | 100
Design and gain buy-in on community of practicerapph 11 37
Define potential members 12 40
Gather engineer volunteers 24 80
Coalescing Stage 30 | 100
Meet w/potential members to discuss community atfice idea. 20 67
Identify and prioritize training needs. 24 80
Build facilitator pool. 8 27
Create community of practice project documentagiiam 14 47
Create Technical Training Content 6 20
Maturing Stage 30 | 100
Schedule activities — talks, classes, reading group 26 87
Meet regularly to continue evolving community ofptice 17| 57

Note. Number of participants = 30.
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CoP roles.Participants described common CoP roles, thetstaad abilities, and
respective actions. The five key roles identifiediuide the following: (a) group lead, (b)
needs assessor, (c) instructor, (d) technical cbcteator, and (e) various support roles
(see Table 7). The three roles most familiar topitsicipants were the group lead (87%),
an instructor (80%), and a technical content crg@0%). This suggests that these three
roles were most visible and of highest importamctheé CoP ecosystem.

The CoP lead role was defined as one who bringsteers together around a
common goal (47%) and leads the organization ardwgion of tasks (40%). They lead
group formation (53%) and facilitate engineeringalvement (50%). The instructor role
was defined as one who has subject matter exp€b86), a desire to share knowledge
(47%), and is skilled at facilitation and instreti(60%). Instructors teach and facilitate
technical content (80%). The technical contenttore®le was defined as subject matter
expert (40%) who wanted to fill a knowledge gap%f7They create new content (67%)
that can be distributed to other workers, and ifleatiditional subject matter experts
who can share their knowledge (27%).

Recognition practices.Participants identified five recognition practices
associated with CoP patrticipation: (a) formal regbgn and (b) informal recognition by
others, (c) the building of reputation, (d) thenei$sing/ awareness of a participant's
contribution, and (e) personal satisfaction. Thesneommon recognition practices were
witnessing one’s own contribution (80%), formaloguition (67%), and personal
satisfaction and contribution to the organizati6@%; see Table 8). These factors
suggest a relationship between CoP member motivatid the value placed on learning

and development with a desire to help teammatesaadrganization improvements.
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Table 7

Roles in the Community of Practices

Role N %
Group lead
Traits and Abilities 26 | 87
Brings people together around common goal 14 47
Well-respected 5 | 17
Organizes and executes 12 | 40
Actions 26 | 87
Leads group formation 16 | 53
Leads needs assessment 4 |13
Facilitates engineer involvement 15 50
Builds awareness and visibility of the group 8 27
Needs Assessor
Traits and Abilities 8 | 27
Awareness of training needs 7 |23
Desire to understand training needs 4 13
Actions 8 | 27
Volunteers ideas for training 6 |20
Collects engineers training needs 8 27
Helps prioritize needs 8 | 27
Instructor
Traits and Abilities 24 | 80
Subject matter expertise 16 | 53
Good facilitation and presentation skills 14 A4y
Desire to share knowledge and teach 18 60
Actions 24 | 80
Teaches/Facilitates technical content trainings 80
Technical Content Creator
Traits and Abilities 20 | 67
Subject matter expertise 12 | 40
Recognized and desired to fill a gap 17 57
Actions 20 | 67
Design technical content 20 | 67
Invite subject matter experts to share knowledge 8 |27
Supportive roles
Traits and Abilities 14 | 47
Passion for training and knowledge-sharing 14 47
Actions 14 | 47
Raise visibility and reinforce value of CoP 8 2y
Recruit volunteers 10 | 33
Connect CoPs to various L&D resources B0

Note. Number of participants = 30.
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Table 8

Recognition Practices

Practice N %
Formal Recognition 20 | 67
With my teammates 12 | 40
With my manager 8 | 27
With leadership 9 |30
With the office 6 | 20
Informal Recognition 15 | 50
Receive Community of Practice swag 15 50
Receive free food 5 | 17
Building a Reputation 10 | 33
Viewed as leaders in the office 4 |13
Viewed as subject matter experts 6 |20
Witnessing / awareness of my contribution 24 80
Helps teammates learn, do their jobs better 18 60
Helps yourself learn, do your job better 10 38
Helps the office 11 | 37
Personal Satisfaction / Contribution to organaati 18 | 60
Don’t want recognition 4 |13

Note. Number of participants = 30.

Challenges.After discussing recognition practices, particiigasiscussed the
challenges associated with creating, developind,saistaining the activities of CoPs.
Four challenges were identified: (a) lack of orgation commitment, (b) inconsistent
membership involvement and participation, (c) irgistent volunteer culture and
expectations, and (d) lack of consistent recogmitidhe most common awareness factors
were lack of organization commitment (73%), incetesit membership involvement and
participation (53%) and inconsistent volunteer u@tand expectations (53%; see Table
9).

Participants identified a lack of organization eoitment as a key challenge for
CoP evolution. By lack of organization commitmegdrticipants identified two subtopics

of concern including: leadership support (47%) aockss to resources (53%).
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Participants observed that leadership does notyalfwdly commit to learning and

development initiatives and does not always visghlgport CoP efforts. The second

subtopic identified was global accessibility to Wiedge, tools, and resources.

Participants found it difficult to know what leangi and development resources already

existed, what activities were happening, and whatkedge existed in other offices.
Table 9

Community of Practices Challenges

Challenge N %
Lack of Organization Commitment 22 | 73
Leadership needs to support CoP 14 | 47
Training, tools, and resources aren't accessibleadjly 16 | 53
Inconsistent Membership Involvement and Particgrati 16 | 53
Infrastructure needs better organization 10 33
Output needs to be better 6 | 20
Impact is not clear 9 | 30
Activity is highly dependent upon Community leadh#ps 16 | 53
Inconsistent Volunteer culture and expectations 163
Small number of volunteers 14 | 47
Engineer resistance to Community participation &0
Engineering time is limited 12 | 40
Lack of consistent recognition 12 |40

Note. Number of participants = 30.

Two themes had an equal number of responsesida)sistent member
involvement and participation and (b) inconsistesitinteer culture and expectations.
With regards to membership involvement and paritbgm, participants cited the
dependency on CoP leadership as a crucial cons8a)( With regards to volunteer
culture and expectations, participants expressadera over a low number of
participants (47%) and a lack of engineering timedmmit to CoPs (40%).

Impact of CoPs on Multinational Corporations Distributed Offices
When the interviews shifted to discuss the imp&&oPs on distributed offices,

participants articulated that the CoPs were nostie driver of specific individual or
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community outcomes, but had a significant influeanghem. For example, participants

noted that office leadership and manager suppsotiafluenced individual and

community development.

Participants believed that CoPs helped create cmtimunity and individual

benefits. Participants identified three individbahefits including the following: (a) the

development of new technical skills and competendi®) the creation of more career

development opportunities, and (c) enabled engiteedo their jobs more effectively

(see Table 10). Participants identified five offlmenefits including the following: (a)

attracting talent, (b) improved retention rate$,rfgoroved office moral and cohesiveness,

(d) improved visibility outside office, and (e) ie@ased engineering job satisfaction. The

most significant outcomes were the developmenewf mdividual technical skills and

competencies (60%) and improved office moral arftestveness (53%; see Table 10).

These factors suggest a relationship between CoRtyaand a positive impact on

learning and development culture.
Table 10

Organization Outcomes of Community of Practices

Organization Outcomes

Individual Benefits 24 | 80
Developed new technical skills and competencies 160
Created more career development opportunities 10

33

Helped engineers to their jobs more effectively B7
Office Benefits 22 | 73
Attracting talent 4 |13
Improved retention rates 5 |17

Improved office morale and cohesiveness

Improved visibility outside office

30

Engineer job satisfaction

20

Note. Number of participants = 30.
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Impact on CoPs on Learning and Development Culture

The interviews concluded with a discussion abbetitnpact of CoPs on the
office’s culture. To understand the impact of CoRsan office’s learning and
development culture, the researcher assessedecbifwre and after CoP formation.
Participants shared information about learning dexklopment practices before CoPs
were formed, characteristics of the CoPs once fdrraed learning and development
changes since the creation of CoPs.

With respect to culture before CoPs, participaestified two primary areas of
concern: (a) the lack of past learning and devekamractivities and (b) the factors that
limited knowledge sharing, generation, and distidgouin their offices (see Table 11).
The most common learning and development activitielsided: (a) infrequent technical
talks (27%) and (b) “very little to nothing” (34%jor the activities that did take place,
participants noted that technical talks were gibgrengineers in the office or, more often,
when guests travelled to the office. The most comfimoiting factors included: (a) lack
of local learning and development activities (973l (b) a dependency on other
engineering offices (55%). Engineers in distribubéites did not initiate activities. They
were either dependent on others who visited oravreting to hub offices to receive it.

The researcher took the responses to learningevelopment before CoP,
compared them to the categories of Cameron andn@u@ompeting Values Framework,
and plotted the key factors across the four quasi@aiclan, adhocracy, hierarchy, and
adhocracy (see Figure 2). For example, the reseaptaced the “dependent on other

engineering offices” statement in the hierarchydyaat. This statement suggests a
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relationship between the dependency of distribotédes and the centralized processes

of a hierarchal organization culture.

Learning and Development Before Community of Practices

Table 11

Learning and Development Before Communities N | %
Lack of Local Learning and Development Activities 8 1| 62
Infrequent Technical Talks 8 | 27
Online materials: Codelabs, orientation materials 3 |10
Limited number of classes 5 | 17
Very little to nothing 10 | 34
Limiting Factors
Lack of local learning and development activities 8 2 97
Lack of local learning and development leadership 0 134
Lack of visibility of learning and development oppmities 6 | 20
Didn’t understand training needs 4 | 14
Dependent on other engineering offices 16 |55
Engineers flew to hub offices for training 14 48

Note. Number of participants = 29. One participant watsfamiliar with learning and development before

the formation of their CoP.

Ladk of Local Learming and Dowelopmen Leadershio
(3a%)
rirequonl Techncal Toks (27%]

nkre Matenads {10 %]

Clan Adhacracy
Wery o io nothimg {328%]
Limited number of incal classes (178,
Hierarshy Market
Lack of Local Leaming and Dovelcpmant actiites [B2%!
Dapenddan] o oihar angissating oMcas (555
Engineais ey 10 N olfiGes Sof rainisg (4055

Figure 2

Learning and Development Culture Before CoPs
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Using this framework, the researcher observedriwst offices had learning and
development cultures that were hierarchal and khcken and adhocracy characteristics.
These factors suggested that the learning and @@weint culture local collaboration,
problem solving, and innovation. This lack of loeativity was one of the motivations
behind CoP formation.

CoP characteristics in distributed offices Participants then identified the key
characteristics of CoPs once they were formed.& pranary areas were identified: CoP
domain, CoP community, and CoP practice (see TEYleEighty percent of the
participants interviewed recognized the domain ¥ed defined with their CoP. By
domain, participants described a defined scopepanabse for the community, one that
was primarily focused on technical skill developm@&md knowledge sharing. Seventy-
three percent of the participants identified thesseof community with the CoP, either
the leadership within the group or the culture alimteerism. Participants spoke to the
importance of both aspects of community, wheredestdp was a central theme (53%),
as was the willingness of engineers to volunteeCiaPs (40%). Lastly, 87% of
participants identified the CoP’s practice. Papeits recognized three factors: (a) an
approach that was viewed as effective and orgar{izé%), (b) had good output (30%),
and (c) identified new ideas (20%).

Learning and development change<=inally, participants identified learning and
development changes since the CoPs formed. Thieanprareas were identified, which
also aligned with the primary reasons for CoP psep@a) increased local learning and
development activity, (b) increased self-sufficignand (c) reinforced culture of learning

(see Table 13).
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Community of Practice Characteristics
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Characteristics N %
Domain
Defined scope, technical skills & knowledge 24 80
Community 22 | 73
Has strong leadership from within 16 | 53
Helps cultivate a culture of volunteerism 12 4D
Practice 26 | 87
Viewed as effective and organized 22 | 73
Had good output 9 |30
Identified new ideas 6 |20
Note. Number of participants = 30.
Table 13
Learning and Development Changes since Community of Practice
Change N %
Increased local learning and development activity 0 3100
Increased quantity of learning and developmentselas 23 | 77
Increased understanding of engineers training needs 9 |30
Increased engineer interest in learning and dewedmop activities 16 | 53
Increased engineer participation in learning angeligpment activities 14| 47
Activities are more coordinated, not ad hoc 9 30
Increased self-sufficiency 26 | 87
Increased awareness and visibility of learning @exelopment resources 9 30
Increased awareness of subject matter expertise w
Increased ownership of learning and developmentiaes 18 | 60
Reinforced culture of learning 12 |40

Note. Number of participants = 30.

Participants defined learning and developmenvigtas more local facilitation,

more knowledge sharing, and more content developfoensed on the development of

the engineers in the office. The most common faabdincreased local activity were (a)

increased quantity of learning and developmentsela$77%), (b) increased engineer

interest in learning and development activities$3and (c) increased engineer

participation in learning and development actiwt{d7%).



50

The most common factors of increased self-sufiicyewere (a) increased
ownership of learning and development activitie®$% and (b) increased awareness of
local subject matter expertise (47%). These factoggest a decreased need to rely on
hub offices.

Lastly, participants noted that CoPs reinforceléuce of learning (40%). By
culture of learning, participants defined this asipport of existing beliefs that
employees are expected to continue learning anelai@ng in their careers. The
existence and development of CoPs provided anatkans to support ongoing learning
locally.

Current learning and development cultural beliefs.The last portion of the
interview included participants describing the eutrlearning and development cultural
beliefs. Three primary beliefs were identified: f&@reased office-level ownership and
activity related to learning and development, (liyéased office focus on learning and
development, and (c) the need for more learningdavelopment support (see Table 14).

The first belief, increased office-level ownershipd activity, included three
commonly supported ideas: (a) learning and devedrprapportunities are more
accessible and more frequent (50%), (b) engineerb@h teachers and students (47%),
and (c) volunteerism is a key component to L&D (347¥ne second belief, increased
office focus on learning and development, inclutieal factors: (a) learning and
development is more of a priority (47%) and (b)¢his more excitement for learning
(40%). Lastly, participants identified three fasttinat supported the third belief, learning

and development needs more support: (a) thereeed to continually evolve and
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improve (40%), (b) leadership needs to show moppasu (27%), and (c) there is a need
for more advanced content (27%).
Table 14

Current Learning and Development Cultural Beliefs

Belief N | %
Increased Office-level ownership and activity rethto learning and 30 | 100
development
Learning and development opportunities are moressible and more 15 50
frequent
We have expertise in the our office 8 27
Engineers are both teachers and students 14 47
There is an increased sense of office community 187
Volunteerism is a key component to L&D 14 47
Local ownership has increased 10 33
Increased learning and development focus 20 67
Learning and development is more of a priorityder 14 | 47
There is more excitement for learning 12 A0
Learning and development needs more support 15 50
Leadership needs to show support for learning aveldpment 8 21
There is a need to continually evolve and improve 12 40
There is a need for more advanced content @0

Note. Number of participants = 30.

The researcher took the responses to currentihggand development cultural
beliefs, compared them to the categories of CamandnQuinn’s Competing Values
Framework and plotted the key factors across thedaadrants of clan, adhocracy,
hierarchy, and adhocracy (see Figure 3). For exantpe researcher placed the
“volunteerism is a key component of L&D” stateménthe clan quadrant. This
statement suggests a relationship between emppayéeipation and the focus on
empowering employees and facilitating their pgpition in professional development in
a clan culture.

These factors suggest a change in learning arela@went culture that now

emphasizes clan and adhocracy. The distributedesflessened their dependency on the
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stability and control, synonymous with a hierarcimture, and increased local ownership,
collaboration, and innovation, synonymous with chawa adhocracy cultures. They
developed a local community that focused on crgatinovative solutions for their own

learning and development needs.

Clan Adhocracy

There is an increased sense of community [37%) Wi hiavie éixpartise in oir office (279%)

‘olunteerism is & key componant to L&D (477%)
Lecal ewnership has increased {33%) Enginesrs are both teachars and studants {(47%)

Leaming and Development is mora of & pricrity far us There is a need to continually evalve and improve (40%)

[47%)
There is more exciternant for learming (40%) There is & nead for more advanced content {20%)
Hierarchy Market

Leadership needs to show suppart for learming and
devalopment {27%)

Figure 3

Learning and Development Culture Before CoPs
Summary

This chapter presented the findings of this redeatudy. Participants were aware
of the need for more knowledge sharing and learaimdydevelopment in their offices.
They were motivated to adapt the CoP change iwéal his was primarily due to their
awareness of learning and development needs, the treey place on learning and
development, and their motivation to contributéédp the organization. Participant

awareness and motivation influenced the purpogerofing CoPs. They wanted to
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increase learning and development activities, aralehse the need to rely on hub offices.
They gathered engineer volunteers, identified aratipzed training needs, and
scheduled activities.

The researcher estimated that over 50% of thécgeamts interviewed would
need to state that CoPs were effective and pobkitinuenced the office’s learning and
development culture to conclude that CoPs had @adton learning and development
culture. Participants identified two significantactges to learning and development that
CoPs influenced. This included (a) increased ltEaining and development activity
(100%) and (b) increased self-sufficiency (87%)e Hstributed office learning and
development culture has shifted from one that ddtieavily on centralized systems and
hub offices, to one that encourages teamwork, eygpldevelopment, and a commitment
to continual learning and evolution.

Chapter 5 will draw conclusions derived from thedy and the aforementioned
themes, discuss limitations of the research, megemmendations to Organization

Development practitioners, and offer suggestionaélitional research.
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Chapter 5
Conclusions, Recommendations, and Summary

This research study explored the use of CoPsnnulanational corporation. It
attempted to answer the following questions:
1. What behaviors and practices are used to estaDbsts?
2. What impact do CoPs have on distributed offices?
3. How do CoPs influence learning and developmentce®
Chapter 5 is divided into four sections. The fgsttion presents conclusions derived
from the research study and how they relate t@#i&ing literature. That is followed by
recommendations based on these conclusions. Tidestgtion is a listing of future
research possibilities. The chapter concludes avgbmmary.
Conclusions

Establishing CoPs.Before the establishment of CoPs, distributecceffisuffered
from a lack of learning and development activiaesl relied on hub offices to provide
limited resources. Distributed offices lacked aaldearning and development
community, and activities were infrequent and ad. I@ne of the main conclusions
drawn in Lave & Wenger’s (1991) research projecs wat, “learning is a social fact,
pushed by involvement and participation in a peact{p. 54). This conclusion is
reinforced by the work of CoP members in this nmaitional corporation. Research
participants’ awareness of learning and developmeatls and motivation to participate
in the office’s positive change directly led to Cofeation. They socialized learning
throughout their individual offices. From a processsultation perspective, engineers

were invited into the problem by learning and depeient Program Managers, and
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asked to help solve it (Schein, 2010). The creatio@oPs in distributed offices
influenced a shift away from a centralized and wat#d hierarchical culture towards a
team-focused, participatory, and problem-solviniguca.

This cultural shift also included challenges faclke CoP which included the
following: (a) a lack of leadership support , (bgonsistent global access to resources,
and (c) inconsistent membership involvement antigyaation. One of the key
challenges for cultivating CoPs is creating conioestacross large geographic distances
(Wenger et al., 2002). This study’s findings suppdenger et al.’s research. Participants
found that leadership did not always fully commitéarning and development initiatives,
and did not always support CoP efforts. Leaderdidp’t always understand and see the
value of CoP output.

It was difficult for CoP members to know what leag and development
resources already existed, what activities werg@éaing, and what knowledge existed in
other offices. The CoPs created in the multinaticogooration focused on practices that
supported individual and community benefits, bk bt focus on practices that
encouraged global distribution of knowledge. Withit focus on individual and office
specific needs, CoP efforts reinforced inconsistgmival knowledge-sharing practices.

CoP members were concerned with the lack of ctargisnembership
involvement and participation. CoPs rely heavilyl@adership within the community to
drive direction, create a healthy infrastructured secruit members. CoPs focused inward
on their own office needs and member participat@m did not consistently reach out to

other office CoPs for best practices and knowlestg&ing opportunities.
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To continue on, CoPs need to address the lacadirship commitment, address
the organization issues behind this issue, andrdete what the barriers are. The CoPs
need to identify ways to sustain energy, educatemembers, and grow their influence
across the organization. Influence can be defisgaraviding new output and value to
the individual office, to the larger region, andhe entire multinational corporation.

Impact of CoPs on multinational corporations distrbuted offices.Over the
last couple of years, the multinational corporaiiothis research study began
centralizing decision-making, leadership, and cealting people and projects.
Distributed offices lost projects and power as peoyere forced to shift to new projects.
This loss impacted office morale and was refleatetthe way participants described the
office culture before the CoPs. With the introdoctof CoPs, participants began
developing new technical skills through knowledbarsg, engineers increased their
ability to perform their jobs effectively, and dibuted offices redefined their local
identity. With more local knowledge-sharing acties in distributed offices, CoPs
contributed to a learning-focused identity, andieegrs contributed directly to that local
identity. Engineers rediscovered a sense of betgngith teammates through the
organization and distribution of subject matteraxxige. This helped reestablish a healthy
distributed office culture. Offices regained a geaspower and a commitment to office
community and employee development.

Due to increased CoP knowledge generation andldison, distributed offices
were also beginning to be seen as destinatiorgn@s places to advance one’s career.
They embedded knowledge into a larger employeelptipn. CoP participants believed

their work contributed to this positive distributeffice brand and spread it to other
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offices in the same region. At a time when more @uode decision-making power was
shifting to headquarters and hub offices, the ayaaif CoPs provided a renewed sense
of ownership, wealth, and power to distributede®$ in the form of subject matter
expertise, knowledge, and opportunity.

Allee (2000) believed CoPs benefit the individuaé community, and the
business. In this research study, participantstifileth CoP benefits that impacts the
individual and the community. Perhaps due to thengoage of the CoPs, participants
could not yet identify benefits for the entire angaation. Some participants mentioned
that knowledge sharing was primarily focused atatfiee level, and an idea for future
growth was to better distribute knowledge acrossenodfices. If this were to happen,
this could benefit the business, and CoP impaddoexpand. As stated in previous
research, CoPs in multinational corporations deelthe potential to address local and
global issues of knowledge sharing and collabomnafitaas et al., 2000; Kohlacher &
Mukai, 2007; McDermott, 1999; Wenger & Snyder, 2000 this research study, CoPs
focused on the individual office needs first beeatisat was the original reason for CoP
formation. As CoPs moved into the active stage|eéhming and development Program
Managers, as OD practitioners, had the opportuaityelp the CoP build upon their local
success and brainstorm how they can continue giamgekaalue and impact for not only
the office but also across the organization. Cafedcfind a new level of impact and
visibility if they were to focus on how their wogk the office level could positively
benefit the corporation on a global level.

CoPs can grow to strengthen networks across algtwganization and offset

concerns about hierarchy and organization strudctaumdaries but it takes employee
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time and patience (Wenger & Snyder, 2000). In tbsearch study, employees drove the
creation of CoPs from the bottom up. The enginpawitized goals that were specific to
their individual offices, and did not have a broadch across the entire multinational
corporation. The decentralized CoP formation preeesnt against the centralized
decision-making process of the Engineering orgaiozaand provided a tension with
recent organizational shifts. With limited timevolunteer and with inconsistent
leadership support, engineers also had concerng @u® value and sustainability.
While they were addressing local issues, CoP eaffeere not focused on impacting the
corporation on a global level. Consistent lead@rshipport, positive reinforcement of
CoP activity, and rewards systems across regianaegded to create momentum for
global knowledge sharing (Wenger & Snyder, 2000).

Impact of CoPs on culture.Participants in the research study identified a
renewed focus on learning and development, a s#grs&nership within the office, and
a need for more support from leadership to contipgacceed. The development of
CoPs helped create local learning organization &/hembers were continually
expanding their capacity to create the results tesyred (Senge, 1990). Participants
recognized that with increased activity came aneased focus on employee
development, learning, and knowledge sharing. \Wighcreation, development, and
maturation of CoPs, engineers were engaged inlbathing and teaching. Peers were
teaching peers and knowledge workers were becolaaugrs, based on their subject
matter expertise. Learning and teaching was beappant of the distributed office’s
“DNA,” and “translating the basic DNA of learningganizations into strategies can

create a powerful competitive advantage” (Jame3320. 60).
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Based on its current beliefs, the multinationapooation learning and
development culture in this research study careba as a blend of clan and adhocracy
cultures. The corporation developed local CoPsftwatsed on creating innovative
solutions for their own learning and developmergdse This was possible because local
volunteers invested in employee development ane wéling to experiment with
different approaches to creating and distributiogtent. The clan organization often
operates liked an extended family, a collaboratm@munity that is held together by a
strong sense of commitment to each other’s devetopiiCameron & Quinn, 2011). In
this research study, the CoPs are committed tailggand development. CoP leaders are
seen as collaborative facilitators, and they supgad recognize their team member’s
development. Cameron and Quinn (2011) describelaocactic culture as one that is a
“dynamic, entrepreneurial, and creative workplage™1). The creation of CoPs helped
address the tension caused by recent organizasbiftd because it empowered
employees in distributed offices to own the solsido their problems, and create new
solutions to their learning and development ne&tlsough CoPs, engineers brought
back a sense of clan and adhocracy back into dlagito-day work. The creation and
development of CoPs was a team building processdime as it brought connections
between participants that did not exist before.

Recommendations

Based on the research study’s findings about tifé {Grmation process and their
impact on distributed offices and the learning dadelopment culture, the researcher has
identified three recommendations. These three resemdations focus on strengths and

challenges that were defined in this study abol®<Cand include the following: embed
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organization culture values into CoP developmedtsarstainability, identify and support
leadership roles during all stages of CoP developnaad create transorganizational
communities of practice.

Embed culture values into CoP development and sustebility. The
researcher’s first recommendation is to embed azgéion cultural values into CoP
development and sustainability. CoPs cannot beqalish an organization’s environment
(McDermott & O’Dell, 2011). The participants needhave both awareness of the
problem, motivation to make a change to addresprihi@em, and understand how the
creation of CoP supports organization culture vakmed beliefs. The CoPs in the
multinational organization were able to develop eneffectively when both core
members and the office as a whole understood theramity to own the problem of
lack of learning and development resources.

The opportunity to address learning and developmeeds directly supported the
academic values of the multinational organizatidme multinational corporation believes
that “great isn’'t good enough,” and encouragesmployees to continually iterate on
projects, experiment, fail fast, and learn fromtakes. Employees are asked to innovate
and think big on projects, and it is a healthy @isdaction with the way things are that
becomes the driving force behind everything the mamy does. Organization culture
should not be seen as a barrier to sharing knowledga starting point to discovering
how best to facilitate it. In companies like Foldfus, PricewaterhouseCoopers LLP,
Chrysler, HP, and World Bank, their CoPs vary resand scope, and that is purposeful
(Haas et al., 2000; Kohlacher & Mukai, 2007; McDettn1999; Wenger & Snyder,

2000). The cultures of each company and the gdadaah CoP are different. It is best to
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appreciate the unique nature of one’s company aadhose values to support
knowledge sharing interventions like CoPs.

The OD practitioner, and in the case of this stilkdg Program Manager, needs to
take the pulse of the organization, the office, tredclient before proceeding. As a KM
intervention, the OD practitioner needs to undedthe values of the organization, the
organization’s readiness for change, areas of pateasistance, and find integration
points where organization cultural values can bbexided into the evolution of CoPs. If
resistance is not dealt with early on, it can tteedhe health and longevity of CoPs. The
OD practitioner needs to find core members whoasrare of the need to change and
continuously improve and create a healthy coreithailling to work through the ebb
and flow of CoP development.

Ensure leadership and leadership’s support duringhte CoP life cycleThe
researcher’'s second recommendation is to ensurdgadBrship and leadership support
during all stages of a CoP’s life cycle. Leaderskipeeded within the CoP to facilitate
volunteers, provide infrastructure support, andoenage global distribution of CoP
output across multinational corporations. Suppantnfleadership is needed to recognize
CoP members, promote their output and impact, acr@ase the visibility of their work
across offices and regional boundaries.

Participants in this study discussed the impogarfdCoP leadership to bring
definition to the group’s direction, infrastructusnd activities. They praised the work of
the current CoP leads and were concerned abo@dRés health if the lead where to
leave. To sustain activity, momentum, and contirslioimprove, CoPs will always need

a lead or coleads. CoPs should also think abouirghar shifting leadership
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responsibilities from time to time. Leadership eeded at multiple levels to address
community development, foster integration of knadge sharing, and promote a future
vision for CoP work.

Leadership support is also needed from the tdpeobrganization to reinforce the
value of their work, encourage more volunteers, supgport the learning culture that is
crucial to development of the employee base. Abginning of formation, CoPs need
support so they can grow and have the confiderateathat they are trying to do is
valuable to the organization. Leadership can pm@widibility to CoP efforts. This
support must be dealt with carefully, though, beealne CoP thrives from the bottom up
and has to be owned by its core members, not bie#duers in the office or organization.
It is @ managerial paradox as Wenger (2000) haksieegol.

To mature and sustain momentum over time, leageatbo needs to encourage
CoP activity, recognize its value across officeyctions, and the organization. In
partnership with learning and development Prograamdders, leadership needs to
identify rewards systems that thank engineers étunteering, recognize their
contribution, and encourage continual involvemeaoitf various engineers in all offices.
Engineers should be rewarded for their contribitmnindividual development in their
own office, community development within their affi, and cross-office collaboration
across regional boundaries. This can positivelyachplistributed office employee
development, the sustainability of CoPs, and imftigebroader knowledge distribution
within multinational corporations. Without alignnteat the top, CoPs will continue to
struggle with visibility beyond individual officeend share knowledge in a more

haphazard way. In a multinational corporation thates on knowledge sharing across
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boundaries, CoPs need to be a key knowledge mamajetnategy that is visible and
supported across locations and roles. Stories &itvar multinational corporations should
be shared with engineers and engineer leads to BbemCoPs can evolve over time and
add value as they mature.

Create transorganizational CoPsThe researcher’s third recommendation is to
create transorganizational CoPs within multinati@oaporations and across multiple
organizations. In this research study, CoP ougmlitd individual and office-specific
benefits within a multinational corporation. If CoPan share knowledge and best
practices across the multinational corporationfite$ and regions, their output can
increase and lead to larger benefits for the entirporation. By increasing the
distribution of technical knowledge across geograpbundaries, CoPs can provide
additional development opportunities to specifdiwiduals, teams, and entire
engineering product areas. By sharing CoP bestipeaaylobally, CoPs can identify
ways to improve CoP infrastructure and increase bagnmvolvement and participation.

Cross-office collaboration can strengthen the ea@fpon’s knowledge
management system and build global CoP consistehig still maintaining local CoP
variations. By communicating across offices andargy CoPs can share ideas, successes
and challenges, and choose how to evolve basedhanhworks in other CoPs. As the
local experts, CoP members can choose what newonetb try, and ensure that their
own CoP continues to address local needs and gtengjthe local office identity.

The networking across geographic boundaries ampabvide senior leadership
opportunities to establish global rewards systdgnbserving similarities and

differences across the difference CoPs, senioelsag can work in partnership with
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learning and development Program Managers to iyamgasures that will recognize the
individual, community, and business-wide benefft€oP work. This can reinforce CoP
value, membership participation, and long-termainability of global knowledge
sharing.

Given the experience that multinational corporagibave with CoPs, they have
an opportunity to share their knowledge with othigranizations. By sharing knowledge
across multiple organizations, multinational cogtmns can increase society’s collective
intelligence. In today’s “global village” there asproliferation of global problems:
environmental degradation, economic disparity betwch and poor, disease pandemics,
and breakdowns of financial systems. The problem$age are becoming more complex.
The need to learn and network across company boiesda acute. Individual
organizations and individual communities cannoteahese problems on their own. The
knowledge that multinational corporations haveric@l to creating transorganizational
CoPs across organizations. By building a global efeftommunities, global community
organizers have the opportunity to join forces hdharger, common goals and share
richer data across their respective organizatidhstinational corporations can take
advantage of their collective experiences, worletbgr, and address challenges that
require complex knowledge. These transorganizati©on®&s can go beyond individual
businesses and integrate knowledge from the loagéilbnal, and global levels as well as
from the private, public, and not-for-profit sector

As global citizens, we all need to increase ollective intelligence, build global

connections, understand local variations, and useallective knowledge to begin
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addressing the global challenges that impact allsoMultinational corporations have an
opportunity to lead the way in this effort.
Suggestions for Additional Research

Additional research should be done to further ustdad the impact of CoPs in
multinational corporations, and how the CoP appnaam be used to facilitate
knowledge sharing continuously across organizatomik in the private and public
sectors.

Research on CoPs impact in multinational orgarnatis an area that needs to
be continually investigated given the global natfrbusinesses. OD practitioners need
to understand how to facilitate the sharing of kisalge across various organization
boundaries. It would be beneficial to study thegid@arm impact of CoPs, those that have
matured and sustained, and what influences the wfo@loPs have had on the
organization ability to continuously change and iave.

There is an opportunity to take the work of CaPthe private sector and apply it
to the public sector. This could have a far-reaghmpact on global challenges
associated with health, nutrition, and educatidre Knowledge sharing in the private
sector is focused on competitive advantages teasa productivity, effectiveness, and
market share. The private sector is focused on R@incial gain. What if we were able
to apply the tools, mechanisms, and positive sgeedtices into the public sector and
address global challenges that impact large peagestof the world’s population like
climate change, access to clean water, food, accinations, and other severe global

challenges? What if we were able to take the agbemused to positively impact
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thousands of people across a multinational corfaraand apply them across multiple
organizations that can work together to help nmki®
Summary

Understanding the impact of CoPs in multinatiorporations can have
significant impact on continuous organization chgrignowledge sharing approaches
across distributed offices, and learning and dgaraknt culture. Corporations are
discovering that CoPs are critical to masteringaasingly difficult KM challenges.
Wenger et al. (2002) argued that once these contimsifilly integrate into organization
strategy, they can offer new possibilities for wiegworganizations around knowledge,
connecting people, solving problems, and createwg business opportunities.

A multinational corporation’s learning and develahorganization faces the
number of challenges, including creating, orgamzand distributing knowledge. The
creation of CoPs enables more employees acros®thpany to give time to learning
and development initiatives, knowledge sharing geen and distribution, and
consequently to creating more organization we&ikien the specialized content that
employees need to learn in different functions dueddistributed nature of multinational
corporations, CoPs are mechanisms to invite th&fweoe to own more of their
individual development, contribute to community dniness growth and success.

The first question this study attempted to answes the following: What
behaviors and practices are used to establish Gédsieipants identified three primary
reasons for CoP formation: (a) increase local iegrand development activities, (b)
increase office self-sufficiency, and (c) reinfomedture of learning. These factors

suggest a relationship between the needs of tieeathd the motivation to address the
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needs with the adoption of the CoP approach. Tribrfgs of the research study
identified three core steps that are needed fonifoy a CoP including: (a) the gathering
of volunteers, (b) the identifying and prioritizitigining needs, and (c) the scheduling
activities are needed to form a CoP and begin eetig learning and development
activities. The creation of CoPs in distributeda#$ influenced a shift away from a
centralized and controlled hierarchical culturedods a team-focused, participatory, and
problem-solving culture.

The second question this study attempted to ansagithe following: What
impact do CoPs have on distributed offices? Paditis in the research study believed
that CoPs helped create both individual and comiyd@nefits. The most significant
outcomes were the development of new technicdksiild competencies and improved
office morale and cohesiveness. These factors stiggelationship between CoP
activity and a positive impact on learning and depment culture. At a time when more
and more decision-making power was shifting to headers and hub offices, the
creation of CoPs provided a renewed sense of owpgnsealth, and power to
distributed offices. For continued evolution andtainability, learning and development
Program Managers and leadership needs to ideetifgnds systems that recognize
volunteer contribution, and reward local, regiomaid global knowledge distribution.

The third and final question this study attemptedriswer was the following:
How do CoPs influence learning and developmenuce® The findings of the research
study included (a) increased office-level ownersing activity related to learning and
development, (b) increased office focus on learmind development, and (c) the need

for more learning and development support. CoPbledaeers to teach each other and
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knowledge workers to become leaders. In a mulnali corporation that thrives on
knowledge sharing across boundaries, CoPs areblalaeechanisms that tap into
employee motivation and commitment and are a keyedge management strategy to
encourage distribution across locations and r@e&wies from other multinational
corporations should be exchanged with other cotmoraito show how CoPs can evolve
over time and add value to complex systems asdbetnuously change.

Multinational corporations have opportunities torgase society’s collective
intelligence and build global connections. With gamption of CoPs, multinational
corporations can see the importance and delicdadmof global needs and local
variations. By building a global web of CoP stoyigl®bal community organizers have
the opportunity to join forces behind larger, conmgoals that span multinational
corporations. Multinational corporations, suchtesane in this research study, can take
advantage of their collective experiences that ggargraphic and organization
boundaries, share them with other corporations bagth helping address challenges that

require complex knowledge sharing strategies.



References

69



70

Adler, P., & Cole, R. (1993). Designed for learniAgtale of two auto plantSoan
Management Review, 34(3), 85-94. Retrieved from http://sloanreview.ndué

Alavi, M., & Leidner, D. (2001). Review: Knowledgeanagement and knowledge
management systems: Conceptual foundations androbsissuedViS Quarterly,
25, 107-136. doi:10.2307/3250961

Allee, V. (2000). Knowledge networks and commumityractice Journal of the
Organization Development Network, 32(4), 4-13. Retrieved from
http://www.odnetwork.org

Andriessen, E., Soekijad, M., & Keasberry, H. (20@pport for knowledge sharing in
communities. Delft, the Netherlands: Delft University Press.

Arent, J., Norbjerg, J., & Pedersen, M. N. (20@)eating organizational knowledge in
software process improvement.Rnoceedings of the Second Workshop on
Learning Software Organizations. Oulu, Finland.

Argyis, C., & Schon, D. (1978Drganizational learning I1: Theory, method, and
practice. Reading, MA: Addison Wesley.

Bagozzi, R., & Yi, Y. (1991). Multitrait-multimetilbmatrices in consumer research.
Journal of Consumer Research, 17, 426-439. doi:10.1086/208568

Bjornson, F., & Dingsoyr, T. (2008). Knowledge mgament in software engineering: A
systematic review of studied concepts, findingsl mesearch methods used.
Information and Software Technology, 50, 1055-1168.
doi:10.1016/j.infsof.2008.03.006

Brown, J., & Duguid, P. (1991). Organizational laag and community of practice:
Toward a unified view of working, learning, and avation.Organizational
Science, 2, 40-55. doi:10.1287/orsc.2.1.40

Buono, A., & Poulfelt, F. (2005)Challenges and issues in knowl edge management.
Greenwich, CT: Information Age.

Cameron, K., & Ettington, D. (1998). The concepfioaindations of organizational
culture. In J. C. Smart (Edhligher education: Handbook of theory and research
(Vol. 4, pp. 356-396). New York, NY: Agathon.

Cameron, K., & Quinn, R. (2011iagnosing and changing organizational culture. San
Francisco, CA: Wiley.

Cook, S., & Yanow, D. (1993). Cultural and orgati@aal learningJournal of
Management Inquiry, 2, 373-390. doi:10.1177/105649269324010



71

Corso, M., & Giacobbe, A. (2005uilding communities of practice that work: A case
study based research. Paper presented at the Sixth European Confemnce
Organizational Knowledge, Learning, and CapabdjWaltham, MA.

Cummings, T., & Worley, C. (20099rganization development & change. Mason, OH:
South-Western.

Feldmann, R., & Althoff, K. (2001). On the statddearning software organisations in
the year 2001Proceedings of the Third International Workshop on Advancesin
Learning Software Organizations, pp. 2-7. doi:10.1007/3-540-44814-4 1

Fiske, D. (1982). Convergent-discriminant validatio measurements and research
strategies. In D. Bringbirg & L. H. Kidder (EdsBorms of validity in research
(pp. 77-92). San Francisco, CA: Jossey-Bass.

Friedman, T. (2007)Theworld isflat: A brief history of the twenty-first century. New
York, NY: Picador.

Fry, B., & Griswold, J. (2003). Defining and implenting the learning organization:
some strategic limitation®ublic Administration Quarterly, 27, 311-335.
Retrieved from http://www.spaef.com/paq.php

Garvin, D., Edmondson, A., & Gino, F. (2008). Isuy® a learning organization?
Harvard Business Review, 86(3), 109-116. Retrieved from http://hbr.org/

Haas, R., Aulbur, W., & Thakar, V. (2003). Enabli@gP at EADS Airbus. In M.
Ackerman, V. Pipek, & V. Wulf (Eds.gharing expertise: Beyond knowledge
management (pp. 275-298). Cambridge, MA: MIT Press.

Kohlbacher, K., & Kazuo, M. (2007). Japan's leagndommunities in Hewlett-Packard
Consulting and Integration: Challenging one-site dil solutionsLearning
Organization, 14, 8-20. doi:10.1108/09696470710718311

Krishnaveni, R., & Sujatha, R. (2012). Communitypoéctice: An influencing factor for
effective knowledge transfer in organizatiodP Journal of Knowledge
Management, 10, 27-40. Retrieved from http://www.emeraldinsigbtrd
products/journals/journals.htm?id=JKM

Lave, J., & Wenger, E. (198%ituated learning: Legitimate peripheral participation.
Cambridge, UK: Cambridge University Press.

Lawler, E., & Worley, C. (2006 Built to change: How to achieve sustained
organizational effectiveness. San Francisco, CA: Jossey-Bass.



72

Magnusson, M., & Davidsson, N. (200Knowledge networking at Ericsson: A study of
knowledge exchange and communities of knowing. Gothenburg, Sweden:
Chalmers University of Technology.

Malloch, M., Cairns, L., Evans, K., & O’Connor, 2011).The SAGE handbook of
workplace learning. London, England: SAGE.

McDermott, R. (1999). Learning across teams: Tle @dcommunity of practice in team
organizationKnowledge Management Review, 2(8), 32-36. Retrieved from
http://www.km-review.com

McDermott, R., & O'Dell, C. (2001). Overcoming autl barriers to sharing knowledge.
Journal of Knowledge Management, 5, 76-85. doi:10.1108/13673270110384428

McHugh, D., Groves, D., & Alker, A. (1998). Managifearning: What do we learn from
a learning organizationi2earning Organization, 5(5), 209-220. doi:10.1108/
09696479810238215

McLuhan, M., & Fiore, Q. (1997¥lobal war and peacein the village. San Francisco,
CA: Hardwired.

Moran, R., & Harris, P. (19§3Managing cultural synergy. Houston, TX: Gulf
Publishing.

O'Reilly, C., & Chatman, J. (1996). Culture as sbciontrol: Corporations, cults, and
commitments. In B. M. Staw & L. L. Cummings (Ed$¥search in
organizational behavior (Vol. 18, pp. 157-200 Greenwich, CT: JAI Press.

Schein, E. (1996). Three cultures of managemere:KBy to organizational learning.
Soan Management Review, 38, 9-20. Retrieved from http://sloanreview.mit.edu/

Schein, E. (2010)rganizational culture and leadership. San Francisco, CA: Jossey-
Bass.

Seale, C. (1999)he quality of qualitative research. London, England: SAGE.

Senge, P. (1990The fifth discipline: The art & practice of the learning organization.
Santa Fe, NM: Doubleday.

Senge, P., Kleiner, A., Roberts, C., Ross, R., Réth& Smith, B. (1999)The dance of
change: The challenges to sustaining momentum in learning organizations. New
York, NY: Doubleday/Currency.

Spector, P. (1987). Method Variance as an Artiiaself-reported affect and perceptions
at work: Myth or significant problendournal of Applied Psychology, 72, 438-
443. doi:10.1037/0021-9010.72.3.438



73

Stata, R. (1996). Organizational learning: The kesnanagement innovatiof.oan
Management Review, 30, 63-74. Retrieved from http://sloanreview.mitied

Thomas, J., Clark, S., & Gioia, D. (1993). Strategpnsemaking and organizational
performance: Linkages among scanning, interpretasotion, and
outcomesAcademy of Management Journal, 36, 239-270. doi:10.2307/256522

Wenger, E. (1998 Community of practice: Learning, meaning, and identity. Cambridge,
UK: Cambridge University Press.

Wenger, E. (2000). Community of practice and sdei@ining system®rganization, 7,
226-246. d0i:10.1177/135050840072002

Wenger, E., McDermott, R., & Snyder, W. (2002ltivating community of practice: A
guide to managing knowledge. Watertown, MA: Harvard Business Review Press.

Wenger, E., & Snyder, W. (2000). Communities ofcpicee: The organizational frontier.
Harvard Business Review, 78, 139-145. Retrieved from http://hbr.org/

Wenger, E., & Snyder, W. (2004). Our world as aresy system: A communities-of-
practice approach. In J. Clawson & M. Conner (E@¥gating a learning
culture: Strategy, practice, and technology. New York, NY: Cambridge
University Press.



Appendix A: Interview Questions for Engineers

74



75

Interview Questions for Engineers

CoP -

1.

2.

domain, community, and value

What role do you currently play in your office’s E®

What motivated you to get involved?

What type of learning and development activitiestexi in the office before the
community of practice formed?

Were others in the office aware of the learning dedelopment needs?

Who was motivated in the office to address theselse

When did the community of practice form? What wesreason(s) for its
forming?

Can you describe for me how the community of pcactormed? Who was
involved? What role did you play?

What motivates engineers to get involved in the rmamity of practice?

In what ways are you and other engineers recogriaregbur involvement in the

community of practice?

10.What changes have you seen in the office, as # cdghe community of

practice?

11.What impact have these changes had on learningerelopment in the office?

12.How would you describe the effectiveness of the mamity of practice?

13.What words or phrases would you use to describéetraing and development

culture in the office?
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Interview Questions for Engineering Leadership
CoP - domain, community, and value

1. What role do you currently play in your office’s E®

2. What motivated you to get involved?

3. What type of learning and development activitiestexi in the office before the
community of practice formed?

4. Were others in the office aware of the learning dedelopment needs?

5. Who was motivated in the office to address theselsi2

6. When did the community of practice form? What wasreason(s) for its
forming?

7. Can you describe for me how the community of pcactormed? Who was
involved? What role did you play? What role did imegrs play?

8. What motivates engineers to get involved in the mamity of practice?

9. In what ways are engineers recognized for theiolvement in the community of
practice?

10.What changes have you seen in the office, as & mdhe community of
practice?

11.What impact have these changes had on learningerelopment in the office?

12.How would you describe the effectiveness of the mamity of practice?

13.What words or phrases would you use to describ&traing and development

culture in the office?
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Interview Questions for Program Managers
CoP - domain, community, and value

1. What role do you currently play in your office’s E®

2. What motivated you to get involved?

3. What type of learning and development activitiestexi in the office before the
community of practice formed?

4. Were others in the office aware of the learning dedelopment needs?

5. Who was motivated in the office to address theselsi2

6. When did the community of practice form? What wasreason(s) for its
forming?

7. Can you describe for me how the community of pcactormed? Who was
involved? What role did you play? What role did émgineers play? Engineering
leadership?

8. What motivates engineers to get involved in the mamity of practice?

9. In what ways are engineers recognized for theiolvement in the community of
practice?

10.What changes have you seen in the office, as & mdhe community of
practice?

11.What impact have these changes had on learningerelopment in the office?

12.How would you describe the effectiveness of the mamity of practice?

13.What words or phrases would you use to describ&traing and development

culture in the office?
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