




















Differences between the Super CoP & other project communities of
practice?

Super CoP members report that their experience in Super CoP is qualitatively different from their
participation in the primary communities of practice that they resource. They have also discussed
the difficulty of translating the Super CoP’s interactions and feeling to other groups.

Insome of the reflective activities members have sought to isolate what the distinguishing features

of Super Community of Practice are and the attributes follow:

» The domain of the Super Community of Practice is understanding how to resource and evolve
communities of practice and build distributed leadership capacity.

 The Super Community of Practice meetings have been underpinned by a clear capacity
development program and also by intentional design and surfacing of process facilitation.

» The capacity agenda has been based on both members identified needs and interests and on the
project’s understanding of required skillsand knowledge.

» The Super Community of Practice has meet at regular fortnightly intervals,

« Several activities of Super CoP such as the ‘singing workshop’ and the PILW are seen by the
membership as defining bonding experiences.

» The Super Community of Practice is a learning partnership between the ADU project staff and
the members drawn from other communities of practice.

» Thereisan explicit commitment to learning in the Super Community of Practice.

» Thereisacommitmentto nourishing the interaction through place, catering and welcoming by
CEDAM.

From our experience given that communities of practice are about inner and collaborative
transformation such work needs to occur in a safe environment. It is preferable that the place ‘to get
together’ is outside of the personal work area. In community engagement this space is active as it
supports both communal and personal engagement. A safe space/container for engagement enables
people to surface their assumptions, to challenge mental models and beliefs. In action learning
processes people can feel vulnerable and exposed, a safe environment fosters an openness to learn. It
is a space that enables flow—flows of information, of people, and of meaning making. So
environment is critical as is nourishment being provided in tangible form—Iunch, afternoon tea,
and nibbles.

Staff working to resource and support a community needs to also ‘work’ the space between meetings,
to have one-on-one meetings with individuals from time to time and to link members with helpful
resources. Follow-up phone calls, e-mail exchanges, or problem-solving conversations also
strengthen the relationships within the community.
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