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       Education Community of Practice

Erasmus University, Rotterdam, The Netherlands
12-14 October 2005
This meeting of the EFQM Education Community of Practice was hosted by Professor Teun Hardjono and Everard Van Kemenade at Erasmus University in The Netherlands. 
Wednesday 12 October, Evening Reception at Erasmus University

Professor Hardjono provided a welcome for the group and gave an introduction to the PhD students who were on the special programme at Erasmus and who would be presenting their work the following day.  Professor Hardjono introduced the method of working within the group and stated that the environment was one of cooperation and peer support.  The group of students came from a variety of backgrounds, experiences and age groups.

Two main working groups were highlighted within the students, one was a paid for group (by the student themselves), the other was supported financially.  Professor Hardjono commented that the success of PhD students was relatively poor (possibly at low as 15%), but that early evidence showed that his new approach with the Soeterbeck group showed it was improving. He said that this would improve over the course of the programme.
The group was then invited to raise questions and issues around the subject area.  Professor Hardjono then closed the welcome meeting.
Thursday 13 October 2005, Erasmus University
Professor Hardjono introduced the two PhD groups to members of the ECoP, the Soeterbeck Group and the PID Group (part-time) and stated that they usually start meetings with a piece of music to set the scene and mood.

Mike Pupius, Chair, outlined the mission statement of the ECoP and stated that this was the first meeting where the student was the main focus of the meeting.  

PhD Presentation One

Everard van Kemenade provided a background to his study and started with a quotation from Lao Tse:
“A journey of a thousand miles starts with the first step”

Everard provided a background to quality management and confirmed that his study would be titled “The effect of accreditation on the willingness of the lecturer in higher education to improve”.  Everard confirmed that he was currently working on Chapter 0 which involved him reviewing his circumstances and reasons for undertaking the project.  Everard has been involved with quality management since 1988 and since joining the group has benefited greatly from the peer review process and general support.

Key issues raised in his study outline:

· How can you communication to all concerned the importance of quality management and how are lecturers best involved?
· What does professional accreditation mean to universities of professional education?
· Is it counter productive to change?
· Is there a case against accreditation?
· How can people in universities attain shared values?
· What is the role of sustainable development?
Everard confirmed that he has faced a number of challenges early on in the PhD, namely changing the problem definition and a lack of focus in the research.  He stated that integral excellence and Wilber thinking has been introduced into the study.
Group Discussion and Feedback

Key points relating to Everard van Kemenade’s study:
· Focus is on the big picture so there is a danger in getting lost in the details

· Accreditation may be seen as a step back

· What are his personal reasons for doing a PhD?
· What is it that the project intends to change or improve?
· What is the author curious about?  What does he want to change?
· What are the methods of research?
· Is a PhD the best form to address the question, would other methods be relevant such as lecturing, writing books etc?
PhD Presentation Two
The second presentation was delivered by Wilfred Opheij who confirmed that his title was “How different executives choose position regarding interorganisational management”.  Wilfred confirmed that he has previously written a book on interorganisational management and that the aim of the PhD was to justify and support his work with academic rigour.  

Wilfred outlined the types of interorganisational collaboration and the key topics when considering managing interorganisational collaboration:

· Choosing a group

· Choosing position

· Building effective partnerships

· Developing a collaborative organisation

The research is born from the doubts and questions raised when writing the book.  These include:

–Do executives take rational decisions?

–Do executives and managers really decide upon the strategy?

–Is the future more important than the past?

–Does structure follow strategy?

–Can reality be ‘caught’ in models and structures?

–Do people see the reality the same way?

–Does collaboration lead to win-win outcomes?

–Do organisations really collaborate? 

Wilfred then outlined the research method and philosophy and invited the group to discuss his proposal and provide feedback and improvements.
Group Discussion and Feedback

Key points relating to Everard van Kemenade’s study:

· Access to interviews.  How easy will this be to get hold of senior executives?
· Scientific reasoning.  Will the results be rigorous enough as they are based on perception?  Is this a potential limitation of the study?
· Depth of literature on the subject

PhD Presentation 3

Jan Lelie introduced himself as a facilitator by profession and confirmed that his PhD title was “A better conversation on decisions” The study will consider the effectiveness of facilitation in meetings and consider the reasons for ineffective meetings, including the effect of computer aided meetings.  Jan outlined the symptoms of sickening meetings which include:
· Unclear in which ways decision in groups are being made

· Infectivity of decision making

· Paralysis of people and groups

· Lack of acceptance of decisions and/or results

· Not enough creativity and innovation

· Waste of talents
His research hypothesis is as follows:

Computer facilitated meetings, using a combination of computer supported brainstorming and clustering by cards will contribute significantly to…
–Faster and/or, 

–Better and/or, 

–More creative and/or 

–More involved 

…results in groups and teams as compared to non-facilitated meetings and traditional facilitated meetings.
Jan confirmed that he felt there would be a breakdown in the research hypothesis and that two possible outcomes could be shown.

· H1: There will be a positive correlation between the evaluations of meeting results by a group who has been facilitated and not-facilitated

· H2: There will be a positive correlation between the evaluations of meeting results by a group who has been facilitated by computers and facilitated normally. 

Jan stated that action research would be used to deliver the project and outlined the advantages and disadvantages of the methodology.  The advantages include:

· Part of normal work

· Systematic reflection is an effective way for practitioners to learn 

· Relevant for client

· Participative

· Phenomenological (systematic study of experiences)

Jan confirmed that his next steps would be to start developing the research and prepare the literature review.  Following this the pilot would be able to be developed and data could then start to be collected
Friday 14 October 2005, Erasmus University 

The first part of the meeting was used to reflect on day one.  Key issues raised were as follows:

· John Swanwick felt that starting the meeting with music, as used by the Seoterbeck group, was an interesting concept and could apply to the ECoP group.

· Kadim Al-Shaghana felt that the session met the aims of the ECoP mission statement and that is was useful and productive to share good practice from a research point of view.

· Mike Pupius commented that stronger links could be made with the European TQM Masters Academic Board which was supported by EFQM and functioned in a similar way to ECoP
· Jose Simon felt that the day was too long and that 2-3 hours was enough to spend on the presentations.  He would have preferred to see more of the actual university and its practices.

· Tim Openshaw agreed that the pace was a little slow and that it would have useful if the students had more results to share.

· Antigoni Papadimitriou felt that the subject areas were perhaps not close enough to EFQM and that it is always a good idea to have a tour.
· Mike Pupius confirmed that the aim of the network group was to consider the “excellence” principles in general and not just the model as it was important to bring in other ideas and concepts associated with excellence such as continuous improvement and best practice.

Keynote Presentation:  

Professor Teun Hardjono, Developments in Quality Management

Professor Hardjono outlined the current state of quality management and stated that the situation was not good.  He cited the following facts:

· Members of ASQ minus 30 %

· EOQ conference 2001 and 2003 financially a disaster

· Quality organizations Sweden, France, Italy, Rumania and Netherlands are. in deep trouble

· Problems in the EFQM organization

· Attempts for co-operation between EOQ and EFQM failed

· Average age of Academy of Quality members 74 years

· Less interest for Quality among managers and policy makers

However, he stated that there had been an interest from Russia, Eastern Europe, China and India.  He said the journey of quality has moved from Quality to Control to Continuous Improvement to Breakthrough to Reaching the Essence.  He defined the “essence” as embracing spirituality, aesthetics and values.
When considering the EFQM Excellence Model people have to understand that organisations have to be thought of in terms of processes.  Professor Hardjono confirmed that he was one of the founding members of a group that devised the model and that it was not meant to be a control model, but a continuous improvement model.  He stated that people should leave the paradigm of control behind and search for the breakthrough and ultimately the essence.

Copies of the presentation by Professor Teun Hardjono and the other presentations given are available for download at www.shu.ac.uk/integralexcellence/ecop 

Next Meeting
The next meeting Greece was then discussed and Antigoni Papadimitriou confirmed the plans.  The meeting was confirmed for 22-24 February 2006, at the University of Macedonia, Thessaloniki, Greece.
· Plans to have introductory lecture from the Pro-Rector of the university
· There would be project presentations, showing mid-term results, including EFQM related projects

· Visit to library to share best practice and good work taking place

· Possible link with Aristotle university who use ISO

· Expected numbers of 15-20 from ECoP plus similar number form Greece

There would be 2-3 presentations and then they would break out into groups, with outcomes being the key themes from the research.

Final Session
Mike Pupius outlined the need for resilience in terms of the continued success of the ECoP group.  He stated that due to Faculty changes in Sheffield Hallam University it may mean that a new chair of the group could be required to take over.  Mike confirmed that he would provide an update of the situation at the next meeting.  Linked to this issue was the subject of funding the ECOP long term and whether or not there was any funding streams that we available to help sustain the network for the future.  Delegates were asked to check in there own countries whether funding streams existed. 

Mike Pupius, Chair, then closed the meeting and said he looked forward to seeing members at the next meeting 
31 October 2005
