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I. Introduction: Organizations and Social Norms

Non-governmental Organizations (NGOs) promote values, ideas, and science to define the norms that guide international decision-making. Today, many NGOs work to influence norms surrounding such issues as global climate change, poverty, human rights, and the value of biodiversity. NGOs not only put forward ideas, but also processes and programs that demonstrate alternative pathways. Their operating premise, grounded in the theory of social constructivism, is that the promotion of ideas as well as the successful demonstration of new ideas and methods will impact social change on a global scale.

Increasingly, however, NGOs are criticized for not following the very norms they advocate, such as norms in the development field like community-based ownership and participatory decision-making. Big international NGOs, known as BINGOs, for instance, have been criticized for promoting models of nature conservation that violate human rights. The danger is that the organizations whose missions are to promote positive change in the world are themselves influenced by the same societal norms, behaviors, and patterns contributing to global crises. A question thus arises, how do NGOs internalize, practice, and diffuse the norms they seek to promote?

This paper draws upon the theory of social constructivism, in contrast with the theories of neo-realism and neo-liberalism, to both understand the process by which norms and ideas emerge within an organizational context and to present practical models for Future Generations, an NGO that is struggling to internalize a norm it seeks to promote. Although the theory of social constructivism presents a framework for understanding, analyzing, and engaging social change, it does not provide practical steps and guidelines for organizations seeking to apply the theory. For this reason, this paper also draws on three models that provide methods for internalizing and diffusing ideas and norms within an organizational context.   

This paper first presents the theory of social constructivism with a special emphasis on the life cycle of norms. Future Generations is next introduced as an organization that seeks to internalize the norm of collaborative learning and sharing. The successes and challenges or ebb and flow of the norm cascade are presented through a review of organizational history. Next, three models (epistemic, communities of practice, and learning organizations) are presented and evaluated to identify principles and processes of collaborative learning and sharing that may be useful for Future Generations. Elements of these three models are applied to organizational challenges as identified through a staff questionnaire.  A proposal is put forward of how Future Generations can internalize and diffuse the norm of collaborative learning and sharing within its own organizational context. The proposal outlines a strategy of how Future Generations can best energize and sustain the cross-pollination of ideas, experience, and lessons across its global learning community. 

II. Social Constructivism, the Life Cycle of Norms and their Relevance to Organizations
The theory of social constructivism posits that the diffusion of ideas across a society is a pivotal force for guiding social change and practice. The argument is that ideational forces— ideas, knowledge, and norms—shape international structure, interests, identities and practice.
 This analysis has been used to explain the social change outcomes of the peaceful end of the cold war, human rights protocols, women's suffrage, debt cancellation, and bans on deadly chemicals. 

Social contructivism emerged in the 1980s and gained credibility in the 1990s as a counter to neo-realist and neo-liberal explanations of change surrounding issues of international relations. Neo-realism and neo-liberalism, both which emphasize the overriding constraints and motivations of material forces, failed to account for or predict the realignment of state interests that led to the end of the cold war.
 Neo-realism concedes that states have innate, unyielding preferences and interests that are either constrained or unleashed by international structures or material forces. Neo-liberalism stretches this argument slightly by recognizing that although states have innate interests, they will change their positions and cooperate on a range of issues if they see it to be in their best interest. The limitations of neo-realism and neo-liberalism is that "neither approach can imagine that ideas and norms might not only constrain but actually construct how states define their interests."

Social constructivism explains the power of ideational forces primarily through the role of non-state actors in internalizing and diffusing new social norms. Richard Ashley's critique countered that neo-realism is "so fixated on the state that it cannot see a world populated by non-state actors."
 Non-governmental organizations play an especially important role in diffusing the ideas, knowledge, and social norms that influence and change social structures and practice. To explain this transformation, constructivist literature draws extensively on the "life cycle of norms" developed by Finnemore and Sikkink. The process describes the evolution of norms from their emergence to their internalization. 

The general definition of a norm is that of  'a standard of appropriate behaviour for actors with a given identity' 
According to Finnemore and Sikkink, norms have a three-phase life-cycle: 

norm emergence—Norms originate and emerge both by chance and by human agency. But the two elements common for the most successful norms are norm entrepeneurs and organizational platforms. Agents with a strong desire to see a norm realized will often work through an existing institution. Expertise and knowledge are often used to promote the norm. A 'critical mass' of decision makers agrees and takes the norm to a threshold or tipping point. 

broad acceptance—This stage, described by some as a  norm cascade, extends the norm through a process similar to 'peer pressure' so that it becomes a widespread phenomenum. More actors accept to norm either as a result of the norm's legitimacy, or conformity to the sweeping trend, or desire for recognized and self-congratulatory esteem.  

norm internalization—This last stage is the point at which the norm becomes so widely accepted and powerful that it is difficult to discern or distinguish. It is no longer called into question; it has become the 'standard of appropriate behavior.'

Norms, however, are not constants. Their meanings may change and evolve throughout this life cycle. And, different actors who internalize the norm may still attribute it slightly different meanings. In her analysis of the internalized norm of human rights, Mertus argues that "what actors do, how they interact, and the manner in which they (and others) interpret their actions creates and changes the meaning of the norms."
  Social constructivism, therefore, also provides a way to analyze and understand the dynamics of social interaction in shaping both the norms and the identity of actors. Jeffrey Checkel describes this as a process of social learning "whereby actors, through interaction with broader institutional context (norms and discursive structures), acquire new interests and preferences—in the absence of obvious material incentives."

Although social constructivism and "life cycle of norms" have primarily been used to analyze and describe change at the societal level, the same process also has particular relevance for understanding the dynamics of social learning within an organizational context. This paper draws on social constructivism to better understand the process by which NGOs internalize, practice, and diffuse the norms they seek to promote. 

Social constructivism, for instance, may help understand why an organization would promote a model of nature conservation that violates human rights. Such an organization would do so because:

1. it has not internalized the social norm of human rights, 

2. attributes a different meaning to 'human rights' and believes it has not violated the norm,

3. has never been exposed to a successful demonstration or the idea of how to integrate human rights with conservation, or

4. believes that human rights must sometimes be sacrificed for the long-term good of conservation. 

All of these reasons emphasize the driving force of norms and ideas in shaping organizational behavior. This analysis is in opposition to the theories of neo-realism and neo-liberalism, which both emphasize social change as guided by material constraints and motives, such as power and money.
 Neo-realists may argue that NGOs are guided by the same forces of money, power, staff resources, security and competition that guide societal decisions. Neo-realists may explain that NGOs promote nature conservation that violates human rights because they are motivated by the immediate financial and security gains stem from the public relations value of establishing a national park. Neo-liberalists extend a similar argument by positing that NGOs will make the decision to integrate nature conservation with the protection of human rights only if they perceive it to be in their best interest, either increasing their notoriety, income, leverage, or program security.

Social constructivism is, thus a theory that allows one to evaluate where an organization stands with regard to the norms it seeks to promote. Future Generations is an organization whose identity and practice has largely been shaped by the norm of collaborative learning and sharing. But the value and meaning of this norm has ebbed and flowed throughout organizational history. Today, the norm has so shaped organizational identity that its internalization, practice and diffusion is essential for achieving the organizational mission. A review of the life-cycle of this norm throughout organizational history helps to shed light on how the norm has emerged to shape organizational identity and practice, and how members of the Future Generations community have come to understand its meaning and value. 

III. The Emergence of an Organizational Norm: 
    Future Generations as a Global Learning Community

Future Generations is an international organization in transition from a small more traditional NGO to an institution of higher education with the ten-year vision of changing the global paradigm of social change and conservation. Once a small organization with two country programs and a research focus, Future Generations has expanded in the last five years to being two distinct organizations with a common vision: an NGO with four country programs and an expanding base of global partners, and an Institution of Higher Education that offers a Master's Degree in Applied Community Change and Conservation. The ten-year vision of these two parallel organizations is to set a new 

international norm of how to engage communities in equitable and sustainable change. 

Ultimately, Future Generations seeks to change the international norm of how NGOs and governments understand and approach the process of community change and conservation. The new norm will be defined through a process of community change that is based on a continuously evolving global knowledge base of best practice. In order to achieve this vision, Future Generations will partner with and learn from a growing network of organizations, governments, and communities that are demonstrating alternative pathways of community change and conservation. 

The current challenge before Future Generations is to diffuse and internalize the value of collaborative learning and sharing among the members of its own expanding organizational community. To effectively learn from and partner with a growing network of organizations, governments, and communities and thus diffuse an international norm, Future Generations needs to improve the way ideas, lessons, and learning are currently shared throughout its own organization. The question is how can Future Generations internalize and diffuse the value and practice of collaborative learning and sharing within its own organization, and thus enable it to fulfill its vision of a global network of community change demonstrations all learning together to redefine the international norm of community change and conservation?

Thus the organization is beginning to think about and define itself in a new way, arriving at the conceptual breakthrough that it is no longer a traditional NGO, but a learning organization that is part of a global learning community. A new organizational norm is emerging—the value and practice of collaborative learning and sharing. With leadership from the Board of Trustees, the President, and several key staff, the norm has been defined on paper, integrated into the mission and ten-year vision, and circulated, discussed and agreed upon at staff meetings. But, in practice, the norm has not been fully internalized. 

Organizational history will reflect that the value and practice of collaborative learning and sharing has ebbed and flowed.  And, although the organization has identified the need for integrating this process into its goals and strategies, it still has much to practice. The driving factor is the emerging value of the idea of collaborative learning and sharing.  Neo-realism and neo-liberalism on the other hand would counter that the material forces of funding, staffing, and time are the restraining forces. The ebb and flow of Future Generations organizational norm is reviewed through these three lenses. 

The Norm Emerging (1992 - 1995)

The historical underpinnings of Future Generations suggest that the organization stands on a foundation of collaborative learning and sharing. The organization was founded by President Daniel Taylor in 1992 to present an alternative pathway for international social development. The strategy was to reform the traditional norms of social development through a global review of past successes and field demonstrations of alternative approaches.  The origin of this mission and strategy lies not with neo-realist or neo-liberal forces of funding, but with an idea promoted by the founder of the institution. 

Daniel Taylor gained profound insight during his early career with the USAID family planning program in Nepal and his years of directing the Mountain Institute. An idea emerged that the conventional approaches of international social development and conservation were fundamentally flawed, and there must be a better way. Daniel's father, Carl Taylor, had also gained significant insight and experience as to what the alternative approaches might be. He had over sixty-years experience in advising 80 countries in how to design and a community-based approach to primary health care. Others were also searching for "a better way." The Alma Atta conference in 1972 had declared "health for all" by 2000, but solutions were slow in coming forward. Several positive examples in primary health care were demonstrating lessons for  others. 
  The early 1990s also saw resurgence of major international conferences sponsored by the Unites Nations  to identify "a better way" in addressing the world’s development problems.

With this history and global context in mind, Future Generations first Statement of Purpose, recorded in its 1992 ByLaws was to: "Identify and inform others of examples that enhance an enduring earth, and incubate demonstration projects that promote the: learning of peoples; regeneration of the environment and the improvement of human welfare. 
"

Significant here is that the organization recognized the need to "identify" examples promote the "learning of peoples." This suggests the need to learn from the global experience of social development, and to share that knowledge with others.  But, in the start-up phase of a small organization with two staff, it took a year for the organization to fully consider its strategic direction. 

In the 1993 strategic plan, the question was posed of whether the institution: 

a) wishes to remain the support organ for already identified projects, i.e. QNP and Tibet work; or b) wishes to expand its interests  (under the above purpose statement) and interact with the growing community thinking and acting about future related issues. This choice is more than merely a point of philosophy-it is central to potential donors interests..."

At this point, Future Generations is clearly aware of a larger global community that can contribute to understanding of the future. The value of collaborative learning and sharing is recognized.

Long-term financial stability is also of concern, and presented is the argument that a broader collaborative and futures-oriented program may be a wise investment. But the early demands of a start-up organization with a program as complex as the one in Tibet, China required the organization's full attention. Despite these demands, Future Generations did not lose site of these important questions. 

Within a year, questions related to the value of collaborative learning and sharing resurfaced. In the President's memo to the Board of Trustees, the organization reviews its purpose statement and institutional options. 

"Future Generations can be a mechanism for helping others understand the future....Future Generations can assume the role of bringing together the best skills available to understanding and planning for a new future. It is too expensive (and presumptuous) to develop these skills and wide ranging expertise—however we should be able to develop cost-effective methods for passing along what others are finding out. In the words of our purpose statement, we can 'identify and inform,' we can 'incubate demonstration projects.' In brief, we can be an educational organization (as opposed to a research or action organization) about the future. However, we must do so in a way that makes money."

Here, it is important to note, that the president first puts forward the value of the idea that it seeks to promote and not merely the need for a money-generating project. The president recognizes the organization's unique role in bringing forward the best ideas and skills of international social development, and that it must seek to engage in collaborative learning and sharing. The goal is to learn from other organizations, synthesize the best practices, and the share these lessons with others. But to implement this most important idea, the president must also be astute and recognize the need for organizational self-sufficiency. In this case, money is not the driving factor of the organization's strategic direction, but a necessary input for implementing the idea.   

In 1994, Future Generations begins to move cautiously forward in pursuing an educational focus. It is this year that Drs. Daniel and Carl Taylor write a monograph for UNICEF on Community Based Sustainable Human Development: A Proposal for Going to Scale with Self-Reliant Social Development. This monograph builds on both the cumulative knowledge of the Taylor family in social development as well as the experience of UNICEF and other agencies. The organization's financial investment is minimal, with the authors volunteering a significant amount of time. 

Simultaneously, Future Generations engaged for the first time in an international dialogue by co-hosting an Independent Task Force on Community Action for Social Development, funded by Rockefeller, Mott, and Kellogg Foundations. A task force of 31 social development scholars and practitioners from four continents review more than 200 demonstrations of sustainable human development. Through this review and dialogue, and face-to-face meetings in New York and Florence, the task force identified "key insights" that "demonstrate universal commonalities to successful social development." Lessons are identified and concepts converged, opening the possibility that there is a common process of social development.  The final product is a Casebook presenting 12 field demonstrations that show how effective partnerships between communities, governments, and organizations can lead to large-scale social change. 

In 1995, both the monograph written by the Taylors and the Casebook based on international dialogue are publicly presented at the U.N. Summit on Social Development in Copenhagen. The organization's goal is to influence the thinking and practice of the world's political leaders and NGOs in how they approach the process of social development. 

Within three years of its founding, Future Generations has achieved three major benchmarks. It has: 

1. Engaged in a process of collaborative learning and sharing to identify the global successes,

2. Incubated a demonstration project in Tibet, China, which is featured as a casestudy from which others can learn, and

3. Shared its learning with others through two publications and a presentation at the U.N. Summit on Social Development

Not only is the norm of collaborative learning and sharing emerging as an invaluable institutional idea, but the organization has achieved success in practicing the idea.  

Following the U.N Social Summit on Development, Future Generations again considers its institutional role and strategic direction. At this time, the incubation of demonstration projects has become an increasing priority. With a small staff of three, the organization continues its demonstration projects in Tibet, China that by this time have expanded from the Everest region to the 46 million acre Four Great Rivers region of southeastern Tibet. The Pendeba Program, a new approach to training local people in how to manage protected areas and their own social development, has started. And by 1996, the organization is fully engaged with conservation and social development in Arunachal Pradesh, India, a state bordering the Four Great Rivers region of Tibet. With significant momentum underway in these demonstration sites, Future Generations again considers its role in engaging with practitioners worldwide, and informing others of a process of social development.    
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On Dec. 7, 1996, Daniel Taylor presents to the Board of Trustees that Future Generations needs to continue to advance a "Sustainable Human Development Paradigm." Referring to the two publications and the U.N. Summit on Social Development, Taylor writes:

"The worldwide response has been positive to the community-based approach. It appears that there is broad recognition that the process articulated has merit. Now in Peru and the Philippines substantial field trials (are) underway  utilizing what these documents term going to SCALE. Discussions are underway with other places such as Zambia, Armenia, and the State of West Virginia. Non of these, however, is expected to consume significant institutional time or money. Future Generations' policy in 1996 was to invest on a continuing basis less than $5,000 per year in cash plus episodic staff time to keep this dialogue unfolding. However, two options have come forward now that will require larger investments. More importantly, they pull the limited Future Generations attention away from the geographical focus in Asia. Board guidance is requested. 

First, based on the international feedback, the Going to SCALE paradigm needs to be redrafted and expanded. A lot of very helpful input has been received....From this, an expanded book is proposed. The resources required of Future Generations are primarily in my time and communication charges (about 15 hours per month) in working with authors around the world on this project. 

Second, the Apache nation in Arizona picked up the concepts and wants to implement them."

The Board of Trustees approves, and the organization expanded its commitment toward working with 'authors around the world,' outside of  both its formal demonstration areas and the intersecting interests of conservation and social development. Why take such a risk? The reason is that these activities continue to support the idea and norm that most defines the organization—learning from others and sharing with others, or as the Cibeque Apache later described, "our community walking forward together." The President also promised that the risk was minimal—he believed in the idea so intensely that he was willing to volunteer his time; and the Apache Nation just wanted guidance in applying the new paradigm and agreed to cover the costs. 

The Norm Challenged: A Learning Organization  Vs.  A Training Organization 

(1996-2003)

Future Generations 1992 Purpose Statement began with three key action verbs: identify, inform, and incubate. But, by 1996, the organization shifts its direction away from the process of learning to teaching. Following the 1995 Social Summit, the focus of organizational learning was re-directed to knowledge documentation, dissemination, and training. This fundamental shift is apparent in Future Generations two subsequent Three Year Plans, which emphasize the organization's new role as a "contributer" and a "trainer." Why did this shift occur ? It appears as though the organization believes it no longer needs to engage in the process of learning. Future Generations now claims itself to be a "contributor" and a "trainer." 

In 1998 and 2000, the organizational mission presented in the Three Year Plans transformed from the original to "identify and inform..." to:   "contribute to a growing process underway worldwide" (1998), and  "train people worldwide" (2000). 

In both Three Year plans, Future Generations emphasizes that "Now a new understanding is in place of the practice of equitable development for present generations and sustainable conservation for generations yet to come." The language was not, a new understanding is emerging, but is "in place."  How did the organization arrive at this conclusion ? Did it conclude that the evidence gathered by the two independent task forces had sufficiently put in place a new understanding that could be shared with others?  And was Future Generations practicing this new understanding in its own demonstration programs?  

Although the language states that "a new understanding is in place," the fact remained that Future Generations' leading researchers and practitioners, Drs. Daniel and Carl Taylor, were themselves still trying to redefine and articulate the "Going to Scale paradigm."  Their book, Just and Lasting Change:When Communities Own Their Futures  did present a new understanding when published in 2002, but it significantly revised and expanded the "insights" of task force members in 1995. Although the book included case study chapter contributions from nine authors and original task force members offered their critiques, the task of defining and developing the newly termed SEED-SCALE process was reduced to a father and son team. 

The Taylors, who both shared considerable professional and personal interest in advancing a systematic process of change, relied primarily on their own research and experience. Why was there not more systematic engagement with others in the international field of community development? Although the Taylors' experience was highly reputed in the development, and especially the health and conservation fields,  they set out to define a step-by-step process of community change without the rigorous engagement of a global learning community. What was once a process based on global collaboration and the best of world knowledge became a hypothetical and detailed proposal based primarily on the research and experience of two people. Future Generations created a huge delimma: it could no longer be honestly said that its SEED-SCALE was based on a rigorous collaborative learning effort. And yet, the organization began to promote SEED-SCALE as a "universal process" for communities worldwide.

 The preparation and publication of Just and Lasting Change was a pivotal moment in the organization's strategic direction. Through this book, Future Generations again presented itself to the world as an organization focused on advancing a new norm of international social development and conservation. The new book provided others with a step-by-step handbook for how to move forward. Unfortunately, at the time, it was a handbook that Future Generations itself had never fully applied or tested. Future Generations field demonstrations themselves seemed to lack the original clarity and rigor needed to document and demonstrate this alternative pathway. In this early stage, country program directors were never trained adequately in the "Going to SCALE paradigm" that the Taylors expanded into the "SEED-SCALE Process." 

Future Generations' President was so convinced in the integrity of SEED-SCALE that the next step was to apply, test, and demonstrate the process. The organization was promoting a process based primarily on the research and experience of two people. And it had never tested or fully vetted SEED-SCALE through a rigorous and collaborative global effort. 

Efforts were made to integrate the process more fully into program strategies in India and China. In 2001, the organization started Future Generations Peru, and in 2002, started Future Generations Afghanistan, which provided additional opportunities to test and apply the process more systematically.  However, due to a lack of monitoring and evaluation plan, it still remains unclear how extensively the SEED-SCALE process has been tested and applied in any of these four country programs. 

The second challenge associated with testing and applying this process was that of training and teaching others how SEED-SCALE works. The new book provided a training tool for staff and partners, and one-week and two-week training workshops were provided. But, the book was not enough. Future Generations realized that a huge need both in its own country programs and in the field of international development, in general, was lack of training. With the "new understanding in place,"  Future Generations next shift in strategic direction in 2000 was not to engage in collaborative learning and sharing to reconsider the merits and flaws of the SEED-SCALE process, but to train others. At the December 2001 Board Meeting, a Master's Degree program was proposed and tabled for future consideration.  By April 2002, the Board asked that Future Generations "proceed with the development of a Master's program and other educational options in Community leadership."
 The organization would extend its "new understanding" and best practice of community change to others through a Master's Degree.

By 2003, Future Generations was running full steam with demonstration sites in four countries, a Master's Degree program, and the SEED-SCALE process of community change. A new office had been completed on North Mountain. A Director of Development from the education sector was hired to systematized institutional fundraising. And the coordinator and ultimately the communications-hub for all of this work was President, Daniel Taylor. The organization's Three Year Plan was overdue, but the organization was fully committed to training others and demonstrating the SEED-SCALE process in its four country programs. 
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In its enthusiasm and emerging identity as an organization that has a "new understanding" to teach others, it appears that Future Generations simply lost sight of the value of collaborative learning and sharing. Social constructivists would argue that the Future Generations "actors" in this case attributed a new "meaning" to the norm that allowed the actors to conveniently assume they had fulfilled their obligations to the process of collaborative learning and sharing. Neo-realists and neo-liberals on the other hand would argue that the organization was strategically positioning itself to be the forerunner in the field of advancing a new paradigm in order to strengthen its own fundraising base. But, given that the organization later returned to emphasize the importance and value of this organizational norm, it is most likely the case that at the time actors had simply attributed new meaning to the norm. Collaborative learning and sharing had been defined to be "selective." This allowed actors to chose just a few of the world's most experienced and brightest practitioners to participate in the learning experience. Or perhaps the organization felt it had adequately reviewed the global evidence base and the critique of a few international peers was sufficient. Or, perhaps the organization was in such a hurry to advance a systematic process of change that it could not wait for others to contribute. 

Whatever the reason, in the eyes of others, Future Generations new definition of collaborative learning and sharing had placed it in jeopardy of appearing pretentious. Two people had repackaged the global experience into a "universal" step-by-step process of  community change. Even Future Generations growing international field staff were beginning to question the organization's lack of knowledge and awareness of other successful processes and field demonstrations.  

The Norm Institutionalized (2003-2005)

In August 2003, in an attempt to increase staff collaboration, and define the organization's long-term strategic direction, Future Generations international staff participated in a one-day Strategic Planning Session. This process, more than perhaps any other that had occurred in institutional history, engaged staff in a process of collaboration in which everyone's voice was heard to define the organization's strategic direction. This workshop, the organization's new mission statement, and the objectives set by the new Master's Degree program to emphasize collaborative learning among both students and faculty set the course of bringing forward and institutionalizing the organizational norm of collaborative learning and sharing.

From the end of the international task forces in 1995 to 2003, Future Generations had lost sight of its original purpose as a learning organization that is committed to collaborative learning and sharing.  The Master’s Degree in Applied Community Change and Conservation provided the turning point and the opportunities for the organization to again re-engage in a rigorous and global process of collaborative learning and sharing. The academic rigor of the Master’s Degree and the need to clearly integrate learning into the purpose and functioning of the organization underscored the institutional need to commit to a process of collaborative learning and sharing. 


It was the Master's Degree program that required a new organizational mission statement 

that reflected a commitment toward education. 

Mission Statement: Future Generations teaches and enables a process for equitable and community change that integrates environmental conservation with development. As an international school for communities, we provide training and higher education through on-site and distance learning. We support field-based research, promote successes that provide for rapid expansion, and build partnerships with an evolving network of communities that are working together to improve their lives and the lives of generations yet to come.

Perhaps the greatest shift in direction reflected in this mission statement was the organization's renewed interest "to build partnerships with an evolving network of communities that are working together to improve their lives and the lives of generations yet to come." 


The need to partner with and learn from others was also a recurring theme reflected in the 2003 Strategic Planning session. 
 Staff identified several key goals that reflected the value of collaborative learning and sharing. These included:

· Work with communities to identify, document and promote successes to build momentum for scaling up using scale-squared centers.

· Identify, link with and enable 20 nodes (autonomous contagious centers) around the world that are using the Future Generations process (this is the 3 year goal that leads to the 10 year goal of 100 nodes)

To undertake these goals, staff identified key driving and restraining forces and proposed action steps that would put forward the institutional norm of collaborative learning and sharing. These included: 

Key Driving Forces: 

· We strive to be the best in the world at the "how" of community change. We study, demonstrate and teach community change. 

Action Items under Driving Forces

· New, greatly expanded, staff with clean slates, new ideas and desire to grow. A team that works well together

· With a new expanded staff , "Share skills and experience, exchange information between field programs

· "New staff with the College (Master's Program) can work closely with country programs to identify and document successes and lessons learned as well as to expand networks

Restraining Forces

· Belief that we are the most successful...lack of awareness of other worthwhile projects/organizations and concern that our ability to acknowledge that some of our efforts may fall short.

· Lack of clear internal communications between/among staff and program areas. Need stronger internal communications and feedback.

· Moving from "Mom & Pop" organization inspired and led by a creative and resourceful leader to an institutionalized and decentralized structure.

Action Items Under Restraining Forces

· Internal Communications

· Staff orientation

· Communication tools for staff in the field

· Passive information system with 'access as needed'

· Define who needs what information, when, and who is responsible for communications

· Develop communication procedures

· Face-to-face staff meetings twice a year

· People working out of reach in the field not involved in decisions

· Belief that we are the most successful... Lack of awareness among partners and colleagues of worldwide success

· Develop strong monitoring and evaluation systems

· Learn from mistakes/failures

· Support people/programs that fail

· Identify organizations/programs we can learn from

· Develop a database of Best Practices

Throughout this strategic planning session, staff expressed increasing concern over the organization's lack of engagement with global partners. Not only was the organization not participating in global dialogue and failing to be aware of and learn from others, but staff were not in a position to learn from each other. Through this strategic planning process, Future Generations international staff brought forward the resounding need to not only continue to learn from the global experience, but to engage in collaborative learning and sharing among staff. At this point, the organizational norm of collaborative learning and sharing was re-defined and brought forward not only as an organizational need but as essential to Future Generations strategic direction as just one participant in a global learning community. 

In the two years since the founding of the Master's Degree program and the strategic planning session, Future Generations has made significant progress in practicing the norm of collaborative learning and sharing. Four key examples include: 

1. Internal Staff Collaboration, Learning, and Information Sharing: Future Generations international staff now meet twice a year to discuss institutional strategic direction and to share lessons and experience across country programs. An FTP file sharing server has been created to provide a passive system for the sharing of institutional reports, documents, and emerging concept papers. And staff are increasingly visiting other country programs to learn from each other.  

2. Collaborative Learning through the Master's Degree Program: Student practitioners representing diverse communities constantly introduce new lessons, experience, and questions. Many question and challenge the applicability of the SEED-SCALE process within their own communities. New ideas and proposals are put forward to grow understanding around the complex issues of empowerment, equity, and going to scale. 

3. A Review of the Global Knowledge Base: In 2005, Future Generations applied for and received its first major institutional grant to study and review the global knowledge base around the specific research topic of the role of communities in transforming regions of rising instability or post conflict.  

4. Proposal of the Global Partnerships Program: At the June 2005 staff meeting, the author's research on Future Generations as a global learning community and the process of organizational restructuring brought forward the proposal for a Global Partnerships Program. This program will take Future Generations to a new phase of collaborative learning and sharing with a global network of practitioners. The program will also help to insure that learning continues among Master's Degree alumni.

Although the value of collaborative learning and sharing has ebbed and flowed throughout organizational history, it has now reached the phase of shaping the organization's identity.  


Future Phase: The Norm Internalized 

Unlike many traditional NGOs that focus on program management or interventions, Future Generations has made a conscious decision to be a "learning organization" and to expand its role through three integrated functions: research, field demonstrations, and academic and training programs. These functions enable Future Generations, unlike many organizations, to bridge research and theory with practice and extension. The emphasis is on collaborative learning and sharing as opposed to the extension or promotion of blueprint strategies or interventions. 

Today, Future Generations organizational goal is to be an innovative, small, flexible organization that researches, demonstrates, and teaches the evolving SEED-SCALE process in order to achieve equitable and sustainable social change. In December, 2005, the Board and international staff approved the following ten-year vision: 

Ten Year Vision:  To implement its mission Future Generations seeks a global shift in practice that promotes more effective partnerships by communities with governments and organizations to achieve social change and conservation.  This shift in practice will be achieved through promoting “100 nodes of change” which will be sites that are evolving more effective practices that fit their ecology, economy, and values—and that when one hundred such sites are functioning the evidence base will be sufficiently large that it will change worldwide practice. Participation by these sites will, of course, be voluntary where collectively all are learning and working together in this global joint venture. Membership in the group will come both through voluntary joining by sites already engaged in systematic change as well as new sites that enter through exposure received in the educational activities of Future Generations.

The strategy to achieve these goals is to apply a blended-learning approach: Future Generations researches both how community change works worldwide and within its own demonstration sites, practices how to apply this approach through demonstrations in four countries, and teaches this process to community, organizational and government partners through training workshops and a Master's Degree program. This strategy incorporates three modes of learning (research, practice and instruction)  that emphasize the need to:


· learn and value global experience

· apply knowledge and experiment with new ideas in order to learn

· exchange information, knowledge, and experience, and 

· recognize that teaching is also a process of collaborative learning

These learning goals are also deeply integrated into Future Generations Master's Degree program, which encourages students to also be a part of this process of continuous learning, by which “a new community of borderless lifelong learning is formed and nurtured.”
 

Future Generations, therefore, is beginning to define itself as a global learning community. The organization's individual and group capacity is enhanced by an ongoing process of blended and collaborative learning. The process of learning within Future Generations’ global community is captured in the etymological roots of "learning community."  In Chinese, "learn" is written as two words meaning "to study" and "to practice constantly." The Indo-European roots of the word "community" mean "to exchange" or "to be shared by all." 
  As a global learning community, Future Generations works to research and study community change, practice constantly, and exchange and share its growing understanding with all participants. 

The norm of collaborative learning and sharing is now being tested and applied within the organization through new projects and activities connected with the ten-year vision. These include the strengthening of partnership networks through students and a Board of Mentors engaged in the Master’s Degree Program,  a proposal funded by the Carnegie Corporation to research the role of communities in regions of rising instability and post conflict, and the newly established, but not yet developed, Global Partnerships Program. 

A neo-liberalist interpretation of this organizational transition would emphasize that Future Generations changed its behavior because it recognized collaborative learning and sharing would be in its own economic and strategic self-interest. But the history of the transition points more toward the emerging value of the idea itself.  Staff ultimately argued not for projects that raised money or for advancing the SEED-SCALE process as the "one true way," but for the inherent value of the process of learning and participating in a global dialogue with others who are working toward common goals. 

The inherent value of the norm has begun to influence organizational behavior. But many challenges remain. The norm has not yet reached the phase of being fully internalized and diffused throughout the organization. The value of the norm is increasingly apparent, but the question of how remains. 

Today, Future Generations values the idea and norm of collaborative learning and sharing. Through this norm, international staff and many autonomous partner organizations will work to refine and extend a new paradigm of international social development. The organization is now searching for a strategy to practice and diffuse this norm. Social contructivism itself does not provide much guidance, but several models, grounded in the theory of social constructivism, may prove useful in guiding the organizational strategy, specifically that of internal staff communications and the global partnerships program. Three collaborative learning models are reviewed and applied to the functions, structure, and challenges of an emerging global learning community.

IV. A Review and Analysis of Collaborative Learning Models


The world's people have never been more connected, both in terms of the crises they share and in the potential to solve problems through global collaboration. These connections, including the increasingly global operations of multi-national corporations, spawned new models for collaborating in a global world.  These models, which originated in the early 1990s and are largely grounded in the theory of social constructivism, aim to generate collaborative and innovative learning to respond to complex challenges that span multiple disciplines. Three models are presented and analyzed to increase understanding and provide new perspectives, processes, and principles on how to foster collaborative learning and the cross-pollination of ideas across the Future Generations global learning community.
Model of Epistemic Communities 

The epistemic community model, identified and articulated by Peter Haas in 1992, identifies how complex global problems characterized by uncertainty can be solved through a community committed to collaborative learning for the social good. An epistemic community is a global network of professionals from various disciplines with diverse experience that concentrates communication, knowledge, and collective skills around a specific set of social or scientific questions of great social importance. According to Haas, it is the epistemic community that established consensus around the cause of stratospheric ozone depletion and reduced uncertainty that led to international consensus to pass the Montreal Protocol. Epistemic communities have also been identified as evolving the ideas and strategies of nuclear arms control, revising fisheries management for the protection of whales, and influencing policy on international food aid . 

To function as researchers and collaborators with the integrity and influence to change global policies and behaviors, epistemic communities must meet four criteria, which are presented in Haas' definition. 

"Although an epistemic community may consist of professionals from a variety of disciplines and backgrounds, they have:

1) a shared set of norms and principled beliefs, which provide a value-based rational for the social action of community members;

(2) shared casual beliefs, which are derived from their analysis of practices leading or contributing to a central set of problems in their domain and which then serve as the basis for elucidating multiple linkages between possible policy actions and desired outcomes;

(3) shared notions of validity that is, intersubjective, internally-defined criteria for weighing and validating knowledge in the domain of their expertise; and 

(4) a common policy enterprise that is, a set of common practices associated with a set of problems to which their professional competence is directed, presumably out of the conviction  that human welfare will be enhanced as a consequence."

This definition distinguishes an epistemic community from other research groups or networks. While other collaborating researchers may share principled beliefs and a common policy enterprise (traits one and four), traits two and three are the crucial distinguishing features that provide an epistemic community with what Haas describes as "political empowerment," or persuasive influence over government decision making.
 For an epistemic community to build persuade government or speak with authoritative knowledge, members must have agreement both as to the cause of the problem and the evidence to back up their claim. To Haas, this is key for "without the help of experts, they (governments) risk making choices that not only ignore the interlinkages with other issues, but also highly discount the uncertain future.
 " 

Haas applied this definition to a case study on stratospheric ozone depletion. He argues that the epistemic community of global researchers was successful in influencing global policy because it shared the four defining characteristics. The community, sharing the same standards of validity, bound itself to the shared causal belief system of the "Rowland-Molina" hypothesis which focused upon CFC's as the cause of ozone depletion. This hypothesis had not been confirmed, but based on the community's shared criteria of validity, the consensus was steadfast. The consensus of these professional researchers as to the cause of ozone depletion and the irreversible consequences should action not be taken led to the Montreal Protocol and the ban on CFCs.
 

Also important to Haas is the sustainability of the work and influence of the epistemic community, which "persists mainly through the institutions that they help to create and inform with their world vision.
" Although the epistemic community itself may cease to function once its consensus is reached and its proposals implemented, its influence is continued through government or international institutions that carry on the work and continue to network with the original epistemic community members. 

The model is increasingly applied to other real-world case examples.  One example that is similar to the work of Future Generations in developing its SEED-SCALE process, sometimes described as the "operating system" of community development, is the epistemic community that develops Open Source software. 

Using the Internet, chat rooms, and email listservs, Open Source epistemic communities develop computer software with a free and flexible license for modification and replication. The freely available software can be continuously improved and modified by different members of the community, and can be copied and redistributed as long as the name of the original developer is referenced. Often several hundred people participate in the development of the open software program. They are motivated by influence and reputation with peers, as well as a continuously improved and enhanced software for personal use. 

Interestingly in this example, not all members of the epistemic community participate in the same way. Instead, three types of actors are involved: maintainers who actively add to and update the software sourcecode; contributors who take an interest in the development of the software by submitting advice, suggestions and opinions; and users who just want to use and apply the software, but do not provide any direct feedback. These actors, however, do not have static roles: often as users gain interest, they become contributors, and contributors often become maintainers. This epistemic community provides an open and flexible environment for the enhanced capacity and participation of actors. 

Haas' epistemic community model introduces two key principles of expert-based collaboration to generate an international shared understanding. The first is that through research and collaboration epistemic communities can triangulate problems, reach consensus and shed light on the nature of complex interlinkages in a way that government alone cannot. The second is that consensus among an international epistemic community provides the leverage for new global policy and behavior change. According to Haas, "the diffusion of new ideas and data can lead to new patterns of behavior and prove to be an important determinant of international policy coordination.
 "

Haas' model, however, provides little detail in terms of process. The four defining criteria of an epistemic community do not provide guidance as to how the community functions. According to Haas, "different epistemic communities have different epistemic mechanisms, technical and social: different practices of work, of determining what is true or credible, and who is trustworthy." 
 This ambiguity has led to criticisms that this model lacks evidence and detail in describing how the epistemic community functions and what enables it to wield political influence.  One major criticism is that Haas fails to account for how the epistemic community is formed and how the participants are invited to the process. Another is that Haas fails to prove how the epistemic community gains its political influence around such politically and economically contentious issues. One critic argues that the epistemic community model tends to overstate the ability of scientific knowledge to generate political consensus and because the approach is agent-centered, it downplays the role of discursive practices.
 A more discursive oriented model would, on the other hand, focus less on the role and influence of the experts and more on the process of generating consensual knowledge and how that knowledge is understood and valued in the context of political power relations. 

Rather than providing details as to the process of enabling collaboration and the cross-pollination of ideas, the epistemic community model instead provides a framework for understanding how knowledge generated through global collaboration has the potential of leading to large scale social change. As an analytical framework  of collaborative learning, this model shows how a global learning community like Future Generations could use its research to generate shared understanding of how to create equitable and sustainable community change. 

Interestingly, Future Generations was founded at about the same time the epistemic community model was developed, in 1992, to answer two key questions of social change around which there was significant international uncertainty. At the request of UNICEF and the Rockefeller Foundation, Future Generations convened two task forces of global researchers and practitioners to answer two key questions: 1.) How to sustain community-based successes, and 2.) How to take community-based successes to regional or national scale. The result of this research was the consensus that three key principles provide the necessary conditions of social change. These principles and insights were presented as a breakthrough in understanding of how to sustain and extend community-based successes. The shared policy enterprise of these task forces was to present the process to governments worldwide at the 1995 U.N. Conference on Social Development in Copenhagen for international circulation and critique. But, the presentation of this new approach did not cause governments worldwide to adapt and disseminate the process as the answer to their social development challenges. Why?

An analysis of Future Generations as applied to the epistemic community framework shows that even though the new paradigm was a breakthrough in understanding achieved through global collaboration, the epistemic community did not at the time necessarily share the goal of influencing global policy. Rather than presenting the approach as a confirmed process based on consensus to a government desperately needing clarity, the "Going to SCALE paradigm" was first presented for the purpose of global critique. It was presented as a process in development. 

Although the process was developed through what in retrospect appears to be an epistemic community, today, Future Generations strives for but lacks at least two of the necessary criteria. The lack of these criteria limits the ability of the organization to achieve its goals as a global learning community and to extend the lessons and experience of the SEED-SCALE process to governments and communities worldwide.

1. Shared set of normative or principled beliefs     Community members, as stated in the organization's mission statement, are connected through their goals to achieve equitable and sustainable community change. This is a broad statement of principled beliefs that enables widespread participation. Future Generations would perhaps benefit by reviewing this criteria, especially in the context of establishing new partnerships with other organizations. 

2. Shared causal beliefs   Through collaborative research and field applications, Future Generations understands the key determinant of social change to be  behavior change, which occurs through a process that ignites, sustains, and expands community energy. It is generally agreed that the principles of the SEED-SCALE process provide the necessary conditions that enable community change to be sustainable and to go to scale.  But again, this criteria should be considered when entering into partnerships especially at the demonstration sphere with new organizations that do not necessarily share this causal belief.  

3. Shared notions of validity    Future Generations is perhaps weakest in terms of its shared notion of validity, of measuring and assessing criteria and results. As the SEED-SCALE process is refined or modified, the validity test becomes particularly important, for without it, consensus and shared understanding is not possible. Although SEED-SCALE was first developed through collaborative research and a systematic peer review, the refinement and modifications of the process have been made by just one institution, Future Generations, and primarily by just two people within that institution. Although Future Generations is the organization that convened the task forces and insured the continuation of the SEED-SCALE process, this limited participation in the refinement of the SEED-SCALE is not only counterproductive but jeopardizes the validity of the process.

The SEED-SCALE process has changed significantly since it was first presented in 1995. For instance, the original task forces identified three principles of social change. These three were identified through collaborative research. But, within the last two years, a fourth principle was added. On what basis was this fourth principle added? Who made the decision? Was it based on a consensual validity test? These are important questions, for perhaps, refinements that are made without collaborative research jeopardize the validity of the process. Does the refinement of the SEED-SCALE process require consensus among the Future Generations global learning community, or can it simply be changed by one or two decision makers? Although the SEED-SCALE process is meant to be adapted, it also sets forth a starting template or framework of necessary principles, tasks, and evaluation criteria.  The question here is not about the adaptation of the process, but about how major changes are made to the original framework. 

4. Common Policy Enterprise     The participants of the Future Generations global learning community each have their own individual goals, are engaged in different functions, and tend to have primary concern for their specific locations or fields of interest. Perhaps one of the greatest obstacles to collaborative learning within this community is that participants—staff and partner organizations— are not yet united in a common policy enterprise. While the organization as a whole has a long term goal of networking with 100 nodes of community change, it is not yet clear as to how participants engage in this process.

With its emphasis on generating breakthroughs in global understanding and shaping international policy, the epistemic community model is a particularly useful framework for the Future Generations global learning community. The four defining criteria provide an analysis framework for enabling Future Generations to better understand the missing links in its own collaborative learning process. It is also clear from this model that the process of collaborative learning works to provide shared understanding and to reduce uncertainty. This also is the purpose of the SEED-SCALE process, not to generate a universal solution but a universal process of equitable and sustainable community change. 

While the epistemic community model provides useful principles and criteria for generating and extending shared knowledge, it provides no guidance as to how this process works. Even if the four criteria are met, a further need is to identify processes by which the researchers engage with one another to achieve consensus.

Communities of Practice Model
The communities of practice model provides a framework for enabling the cross-pollination of ideas and increasing the flow of collaborative learning and sharing among the many  functional sub-units within an organization. In many ways, it is a model for engaging the international members of an epistemic community in the development of knowledge . Instead of working at the macro level, the way an epistemic community does, the communities of practice model recognizes that organizations are typically composed of smaller sub-units and offers a process for connecting or bridging the learning that occurs. 

The communities of practice model, developed by Lave and Wenger in the early 1990s, recognizes that individual learning occurs in a social dimension through active engagement with groups of people. Communities of practice are not new—they were our first "knowledge-based social structures," and were especially common in ancient Rome where corporations of metalworkers, potters, masons and other practitioners exchanged skills and knowledge to refine their trades. Communities of practice also exist informally, whether at work or school, and are a natural occurrence within every organization. Every person, argues Lave and Wenger, is a member of a community of practice. But, while communities of practice are natural occurrences, the model presents how they can be catalyzed and developed to enhance social learning and knowledge exchange within organizations.

Communities of practice are defined as "groups of people who share a concern, a set of problems, a passion about a topic, and who deepen their knowledge and expertise in this area by interacting on an ongoing basis."
 Community members are often separated by great distances, but they share common goals and responsibilities, as well as a commitment to learning together. 

The “Community of Practice” model within an organization is designed to allow for local variations and adaptations of organizational learning while following a basic set of design principles. Communities of Practice are distinguished from each other around three dimensions: 

1. Domain: Every community of practice has a focus, and a shared understanding of the topics and issues of concern. Communities of practice need to answer the questions: “What topics and issues are of concern; how are these connected to the organizational strategy; what are the open questions and leading edge of our domain; are we ready to take leadership in promoting our domain?” 

2. Community: The dimension of community not only addresses the members involved, but the role that these participants are to play; how often they will meet; how they will connect with each other; and what kinds of activities are most useful for generating energy and developing trust within this community. 

3. Practice: Participants also need a shared understanding of what knowledge to share, develop and document, how the knowledge repository will be organized to both reflect the learning and to be easily accessible, as well as other sources of knowledge inside and outside of the community.

Communities of practice can be adapted to fit the various learning needs of organizations. For instance, they can be based on geographical regions or on specific topics of interest. 

According to Wenger, the goal for organizations is to design a structure for communities of practice that "bring out the communities own internal direction, character, and energy," while meeting organizational goals.
  The model helps to connect the personal development of practitioners with the strategy of the organization. 
 

Wenger emphasizes seven principles for cultivating communities of practice: 

1. Design for evolution:  Unlike traditional organizational management units, communities of practice are cross-sectoral and organic groups that emerge and develop more through a process of life-long learning than traditional organizational design.  The key for cultivating such a community of practice is to design the process of knowledge-sharing in a way that allows it to grow and evolve as the community changes.
 

2. Open dialogue between inside and outside perspectives: A well designed community of practice requires both inside knowledge and understanding of "the community's potential to develop and steward knowledge," as well as outside expertise that provides new perspectives, expands the realm of potential, and connects the community with other sets of knowledge.
  

3. Invite different levels of participation: Every participant in a community of practice has different interests and roles. Some are core participants who identify the learning topics and help move the agenda forward while others are interested more in the learning outcomes and participate from the periphery. Key to a well designed community of practice is to "allow participants at all levels to feel like full members."
 Participation is not forced, but the community generates opportunities for leadership and involvement.  "To draw members into more active participation, successful communities build a fire in the center of the community that will draw people to its heat."
. 

4. Develop private and public community space: Communities of practice "are much more than their calendar of events" or the activities that occur in the organization's public space. They succeed through relationships that are cultivated through day-to-day and one-on-one networking. "The key to designing community spaces is to orchestrate activities in both public and private spaces that use the strength of individual relationships to enrich events and use events to strengthen individual relationships."

5. Focus on Value: Communities of practice will only thrive if they "deliver value to the organization, to the teams..., and to the community members themselves." In the beginning, it is often difficult to identify the value of such communities, but as the community grows, "developing a systematic body of knowledge that can be easily accessed becomes important."
  But rather than specifying the immediate value, a good design will help community members identify and grow the value of their emerging relationships. 

6. Combine Familiarity with Excitement: Successful communities of practice evolve to create a comfortable space for open and honest discussions, a place where members can "try their half-baked ideas without repercussion."
  As they mature, a pattern of regular meetings, projects, and web-site use emerges.  Within the context of this familiar and comfortable space, it is also important to blend a degree of excitement, of the unfamiliar,  to generate new thinking, vibrant engagement, and the sense of a common adventure.

7. Create a rhythm for the community: While the strength of communities of practice is the "web of enduring relationships among members," the tempo of their interactions is greatly influenced by the rhythm of community events. "When that beat is strong and rhythmic, the community has a sense of movement and liveliness. If the beat is too fast, the community feels breathless; people stop participating because they are overwhelmed. When the beat is too slow, the community feels sluggish. A key to success is to find the right beat at each stage of the community's development. 
 

The principles are specifically designed to evoke "aliveness" within these communities. The energy level of communities of practice is especially important. Because communities of practice are voluntary, they are successful over time only to the extent that they generate enough excitement, relevance, and value to attract and engage members.

Energized communities of practice within an organization play a critical role in bringing forward and sharing both the explicit and tacit knowledge that exists within organizations. Communities of practice bring forward explicit knowledge by working to develop a body of common knowledge, practice, and approach. In all fields, there is required a baseline of knowledge. One of the primary tasks of a community of practice is to establish this common baseline and standardize what is well understood  so that people can focus their creative energies on the more advanced issues.

While establishing a common baseline of explicit knowledge provides a solid foundation, the more difficult step is bringing forward and sharing the tacit, unspoken aspects of knowledge, or "embodied expertise—a deep understanding of complex interdependent systems that enables dynamic responses to context-specific programs." 
 Within organizations, communities of practice provide a space for the sharing of tacit knowledge through the interaction and informal learning that occurs through "storytelling, conversation, coaching, and apprenticeship."
 But, to fully perform this role, communities of practice need to be actively encouraged and cultivated by the organization. 

An interesting example of a community of practice cultivated at the organizational level comes from Daimler Chrysler car company.  In 1988, Daimler Chrysler was on the verge of going out of business. The company could not compete with Japanese car manufacturers. To speed up research and development, the company reorganized from functional units to "car platform" units. Instead of being assigned to work on specific car functions, engineers were each assigned to car platforms to develop a specific vehicle. This cut the development cycle from five years to two and a half. But this reorganizing led to a new problem: engineers were no longer cross-communicating. Vehicle designs had different versions of the same part. Innovations from one car design were not shared with the designers of other models.  The need was for cross communication across platforms. Rather than restructuring the company again, "Tech Clubs" or informal knowledge-base groups were encouraged. Tech Clubs allowed engineers working on similar parts for different cars to review each others progress and conduct design reviews. These tech clubs increased the collective knowledge of the engineers while allowing them to continue to develop and experiment with their own designs.
 

Organizations have a role in providing the resources, tools, and environment for cultivating communities of practice so that learning processes can cut across professionally defined roles to create new multi-disciplinary knowledge-based groups

In the Future Generations global learning community,  communities of practice are continuously being formed and reformed on an ad hoc basis to explore options and solutions for cross-program issues. As a recent example, an ad hoc team of staff and partners from India, Peru, and North Mountain explored the option of using the treatment of leukorrhea (vaginal discharge) as an entry point to women's empowerment. Several discussions were initiated by the President, and information was shared across programs. A grant proposal was also developed to apply and test the idea in Uttaranchal, India. But, once the likelihood of funding opportunities diminished, the ad hoc group dissolved.  A similar process occurred around the issue of developing the Adirondack State Park as an international learning center for how to integrate conservation with development. Additional cross-program ad-hoc teams have been more formally created to explore the vital questions of : 1) How to strengthen the research capacity of the organization 2) How to research and document the use and effectiveness of SEED-SCALE within the four country programs, and 3) How to strengthen the connection between the organization's academic and country programs.

Future Generations is still learning how to cultivate communities of practice, and is now at the stage of moving beyond ad hoc group-based assignments to more vibrant, active, and long-term learning groups. 

The communities of practice learning model is particularly useful for Future Generations. Firstly, it recognizes that a key to the organization's success is the cultivation and diffusion of knowledge. Secondly, it attracts people with the enthusiasm and expertise to generate and implement innovative ideas. Thirdly, it aims to connect the learning of all participants with the organization's vision and strategy.  

The community of practice model also has value because it offers practical steps for integrating ideas and learning within the context of the epistemic model. Within the larger epistemic organization, communities of practice can emerge that bring participants from different programs and organizations around the world who either share a similar function or who seek answers to common questions. 

Currently, communities of practice exist and come together on an ad hoc basis within Future Generations, just as a group of butterflies might randomly coalesce around a meadow of milkweed and then go their separate ways. Leadership within the organization, however has a role in encouraging a more participatory learning environment.  According to Wenger, organizations need to cultivate communities of practice actively for their benefit as well as the benefit of the members of communities themselves.

Future Generations communication patterns are currently centered around a particular program. The communities of practice model would generate another level of communication that emerges around the functions and interests of participants. For instance, instead of site-based coordinators, such as Abdullah Barat or Ahmad Jaghori in Afghanistan only communicating with the Afghanistan team on regular basis, a site coordinators communities of practice could be encouraged to enable them to share ideas, lessons, and questions with Nawang Singh Gurung in Tibet, or Matum, the site coordinator in Palin, or with some of the site coordinators working with Bruce Mukwatu in Zambia.  

 
Another advantage to communities of practice is that they allow community members to focus their energy and their limited amount of available time around a learning area of special interest to their own program objectives. Presently, the organization is bursting with new ideas and ad hoc email discussions that range from leukorrhea as an entry point for women's empowerment to the articulation of a new conservation management strategy. These discussions are not reaching everyone, just the select few who happen to be added to the email list.  But, if Future Generations community members were to identify specific communities of practice, either around function or topic, all members would have opportunities to participate in a cross-pollinating international dialogue to coordinate, synthesize, and disseminate organizational learning. 


Learning Organizations 

Staff and trustees are beginning to describe Future Generations as a "learning organization." This is largely due to the emergence of  Future Generations as an institute of higher education, to its growing collaboration with international partners, and to a renewed commitment to research as evidenced by the 2006 Carnegie proposal. Although Future Generations is beginning to identify itself as a "learning organization, " the art, practice, and mastery of this ideal is still in its infancy. 

Like epistemic communities and communities of practice, the Learning Organization model was advanced and popularized in the early 1990s. This model was developed by Peter Senge, an engineer, social systems modeler, and manager, who along with colleagues at the MIT Sloan School of Management and the Society for Organization Learning articulated a cutting-edge systems-based approach known as organizational learning as an alternative to traditional, authoritarian, hierarchical organizations.
 The distinction between the organizational learning model and other traditional management approaches is that it integrates five key learning disciplines into the daily activities of every person within the organization. The purpose of the learning organization model is to change personal as well as organizational behavior to advance collaborative learning and sharing, and therefore, the effectiveness and relevance of the organization. 

Discipline One: Systems Thinking—This model, commonly referred to as the Fifth Discipline, is about seeing things hole, or from a systems perspective. The first of the five disciplines is Systems Thinking, "a body of knowledge and tools that has been developed to make full patterns clearer and to help us see how to change their effects." 
 Within organizations, one key lesson of systems thinking is that "structure influences behavior" or the structural operating systems of organizations determine the degree to which staff and members are active and creative participants of the organizational learning process. Also, there is the issue of leverage: "The bottom line of systems thinking is leverage—seeing where actions and changes in structures can lead to significant, enduring improvements."

Discipline Two: Personal Mastery—The Learning Organization model emphasizes the discipline of personal mastery because "organizations learn only through individuals who learn."
  Personal learning includes more than just improvement in competence and skills, but embodies two underlying principles: continually clarifying what is important to us, and continually learning how to see current reality more clearly. In this context, learning is not acquiring more information, but "expanding the ability to produce the results we truly want in life. It is lifelong generative learning. And learning organizations are not possible unless they have people at every level who practice it." 

Discipline Three: Mental Models—This discipline promises to provide a major breakthrough for enabling a learning organization. It focuses on making apparent, questioning, testing, and re-evaluating our mental models—or our "internal picture of how the world works"—which often limits an organization's ability to put new insights into action. Mental models are commonly held beliefs, assumptions, images and stories that affect how we see the world and define our reality; they can be simple generalizations or theories of social change or organizational management. The problems with mental models occur when models are tacit, or exist below the level of awareness. Problems arise when decisions are made based on mental models of which participants are not aware. 

Fourth Discipline—Shared Vision: A shared vision is more than just a common idea or image of the world that people share: it is a force of impressive power in people's hearts that motivates collaborative learning and action. It is tangible and concrete; it inspires, and engages everyone. It provides the focus and energy to create change and maintain collective momentum. Within organizations, the emphasis is not as much on the "vision" as it is the "shared" – the collective energy to create a shared vision of change. 

Fifth Discipline—Team Learning: Team learning is more than just team building. Many management models recognize the need for team building—the process of  improving relationships and group dynamics, and improving communication skills and other competencies. Team learning is the discipline of fostering alignment so that a team functions as a whole and has the "capacity to think and act in new synergistic ways, with full coordination and a sense of unity because team members know each others hearts and minds." 
 The potential of this discipline is to create a sustained and self-reinforcing team learning climate, where members share a sentiment similar to that expressed by the Boston Celtics basketball player Bill Russell when he said, "the most important measure of how good a game I'd played was how much better I'd made my teammates play."
  The art and practice of team learning requires reflection and inquiry skills, skillful discussion, and most importantly dialogue. 

Senge outlines the theory and principles of dialogue, which is described as a new form of conversation that is a "true turning to one another" and bringing the tacit to the surface.  David Bohm, a physicist who brought forward a prominent theory on dialogue compares it to superconductivity. When electrons are at low temperatures, they act and move together as a coherent whole, flowing around obstacles without colliding. But at higher temperatures, electrons are free-wielding separate parts, acting randomly and losing momentum. The art and practice of dialogue seeks to "produce a 'cooler' shared environment by refocusing the teams shared attention."
 To lower the temperature for conducive dialogue, team members:

1. work to speak in ways that catalyze insight and uncover the process of thought

2. develop a shared intention for inquiry, as opposed to rushing always to make a decision (Note: The word decide originates from the Latin word decidere, which means to "murder alternatives")

3. create a safe setting to explore different subjects and relationships

4. create environment that allows individuals to listen to each other in ways that generates synthesizing and creative ideas

The learning organization model extends the communities of practice model by offering  key lessons for how to design an organizational structure and communications strategy that promotes learning exchange among all members of the organization. This model provides system for organizational learning that focuses energy toward shared vision and goals. 

While all five disciplines of the learning organization model are integral to Future Generations and need to be actively cultivated by the collective organizational leadership, the disciplines of shared vision and team learning may be the most useful starting points. They will need considerable cultivation, application, and practice. 

Shared Vision: Although Future Generations has a mission statement and a ten-year vision statement, this is just the starting point of a shared vision. The strength of a shared vision is the extent to which members are energized and committed to the types of change that they collectively seek. Because some staff are relatively new to the Future Generations, they may not yet identify with the organizational vision in the same way that other members do.  Perhaps their personal backgrounds and individual goals, as well as the perceived need to "get the job done,"  shape their vision differently. For instance, within the Master's Degree program, there is a fundamental difference between finding students who can fill-out a class, and strategically identifying the candidates who have the best potential for creating global demonstration nodes of equitable and sustainable change. In the day-to-day decision-making, staff experience the constant tug-of-war between "getting the job done" and working to advance the shared vision, and this is even more of a challenge if staff have different notions of the shared vision. Cultivating a true shared vision, along with shared values, within the organization will not only help to align staff with each other, but will provide a higher degree of personal motivation and enthusiasm, as well as a larger purpose for each daily task. 


Team Learning:  While all five disciplines are integral to a learning organization such as Future Generations, the discipline of team learning needs considerable cultivation, application and practice. Team Learning is the "process of aligning and developing the capacity of a team to create the results that its members truly desire."
 One need within the organization is to develop a collaborative way to design the broader infrastructure  or learning climate in which teams are identified and supported in their work. This is a climate that can be fostered and extended to build connections among staff, programs, and partners. One key to team learning is to recognize that the role of leaders and program directors is not to "guide action learning" but to "excite action learning." Good teams are people with a shared vision, people with different skills, and the ability to learn and work together.
V. The Functions of an Emerging Global Learning Community and its Participants

The true test for determining the value of the three models above will be applying the principles and lessons to specific challenges of realizing the norm of collaborative learning and sharing within an emerging global learning community. To better understand the present challenges, the functions and participants of this community are presented.

Future Generations recognizes that the norm of collaborative learning and sharing is critical to the alignment of the organization’s mission and goals. Future Generations objectives are to research, demonstrate, and teach a process of community change that is still evolving. In this case, to be in alignment, research must inform the demonstrations. The research and demonstrations must both inform the teaching process. And learning that comes forward in the process of teaching likewise has value for the research and demonstrations. And if the organization's communicators and fundraisers are not collaborating with the researchers, practitioners, and teachers, and informed of the latest successes then institutional stability is also at risk. 
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Fortunately, Future Generations is evolving its organizational structure to support this process of collaborative learning and sharing. The first step was achieved when staff began to put forward the idea that field demonstrations are not just "project sites" but autonomous "learning organizations," and that Master's Degree students and other global practitioners also form their own separate nodes of learning. The second major step was achieved with the proposal for a new global partnership program to actively engage these nodes of learning organizations.   
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The Participants of Future Generations Global Learning Community

Learning among Future Generations community members is layered and complex because the community itself functions within a global landscape of social change. It is not one single unit, but composed of many communities that relate to one another in different ways. Future Generations is a global web of interlinking learning communities. These interlinking learning communities are classified as five spheres of engagement (Diagram of Future Generations Learning Communities).  

The first sphere (operational) is the one that is most closely tied to the day-to-day operations of a non-profit organization. It includes 16 Future Generations staff and trustees working in different capacities worldwide. The primary role of staff and trustees at this sphere is to support administrative, fundraising, communication, research, education and program development functions in direct support of the four country programs and the Master's Degree program. Participants in this sphere work to catalyze and support the process of collaborative learning.  

The second sphere (demonstration) includes the four country programs whose learning communities consist of a three-way partnership including 1). Future Generations country staff and other outside-in partners 2) The community members themselves, and 3) the top-down government partners. The primary role of participants within these four demonstration spheres is to apply and adapt the SEED-SCALE process to achieve equitable and social change at the regional or national level, as well as to share learning and experience with the larger Future Generations learning community, either as learning sites for the Master's Degree program or as demonstrations from which others throughout the world can learn.  This sphere engages in operations research, tests new ideas and lessons, and shares lessons with others.

The learning communities in these four country programs may be further divided into a third sphere of engagement—communities for each local program site, referred to as community spheres. This is where sustainable change occurs through the voluntary participation of local people working to improve their lives. Collaboration at this level includes the learning, sharing, and exchange among local people, government, and neighboring communities. 

The fourth sphere (extension) uses a wider lens to look at the Future Generations learning community to include partners and communities who participate as part of the 100 nodes of change. These participants include students in the Master's Degree program, as well as other organizations, communities, and governments, and even foundations that that want to learn, apply and contribute to the community change process. This list of participants is rapidly growing, yet little is known about how SEED-SCALE is being adapted or the impact it is having in these different locations. 

The sixth sphere (potential) extends beyond those actively involved in the process to those who are interested in learning more, but currently have no direct way of participating.  

VI. Challenges to Realizing the Norm of Collaborative Learning and Sharing 

Given this organizational strategy and structure, a key question is how to continuously and collectively learn about the process of community change while at the same time teaching and extending it to staff and organizational partners worldwide—a challenge that has come to be simply known as, how to build the boat while sailing?

To extend the analogy, Future Generations global learning community consists of many boats in the water. Some of these boats partially constructed and have learned a great deal from previous mishaps. Others are just starting, but may be starting with new and original insight to help their particular circumstance. And some may be on the verge of sinking. The current challenges arise in the form of the following key questions: 

· How can the experience and knowledge of one "boat" support another? 

·  If Future Generation is continuously learning about the process of community change, how can learning flow within the organization to enable participants to learn from each other? 

· How can members of this global community, who are separated by great distances and who work in diverse cultural, ecological and economic contexts, exchange new knowledge, lessons and experience in order to energize and sustain the iterative process of collaborative learning?

·  How can Future Generations evolve to be a global learning community of autonomous learning organizations?

The relevance of the questions and challenges was identified in a staff questionnaire focused on information flow and knowledge exchange.

Lack of Information Flow and Knowledge Exchange Among Staff


Communication and learning needs were identified in a 2005 staff questionnaire
 (Appendix One),  which was distributed to a full sample of 32 Future Generations staff working within the operational and demonstration spheres of engagement. Sixteen staff or 50% percent of recipients responded. The response rate is lower than the anticipated 70% response rate, problems occurred through email delivery, especially with field staff in more remote locations. However, the questionnaire responses provide useful insight into the existing communication structure and pattern.


The section on Organizational Knowledge indicates that 100% of program staff believe they know the mission and purpose of Future Generations. And of the three most recent organizational publications, 81% have received the annual report, 75% have received the new Master’s Degree catalog, and 75% have received a copy of the new draft version of the SEED-SCALE book. On the other hand, field updates on the work of Future Generations staff and partners worldwide were only received by 10 out 16 or 62% of respondents, and of those who receive updates, the frequency ranges from updates once a week, to once a month, to once a minute. The updates are provided in various forms, from email, to staff meetings, to spontaneous discussions. To better disseminate knowledge of the changing organization and to provide the priority information on a timely basis, respondents offered a range of suggestions from more staff teleconferences, to a monthly staff e-newsletter, to more face to face communications, to an archive information system. 


The section on Organizational Learning and Exchange indicates that staff from different country programs contact each other directly, and that 88% of respondents found the exchange to be valuable to their own personal work. In terms of information sharing and exchange, staff have their own individual schedules for sharing information both within and outside of their own program. For instance, when asked “how often do you share information about your activities with Future Generations staff who work in another country program," four staff answered once a month, four staff answered once every six months, and six replied that they only share information as needed. But, when asked how often they would like updates on the activities of Future Generations organization-wide activities, nine out of 16 or 56% requested once a month. 


In addition to the exchange of activities and updates, 94% of respondents indicated that they have questions and issues that they would like to discuss with staff and partners in other parts of the world. Most of the topics listed tended to focus on personal skills and program development:

· 7 fundraising skills

· 7   SEED-SCALE methodology processes, including how to expand participation by marginalized in our communities, how to reduce the process of people ‘giving orders’ to teamwork and dialogue, interdependence of three dimensions of SCALE, the role of the three partners,  how to create motivation activity among the community.
· 6  Monitoring and Evaluation
· 4  Monitoring and Evaluation of Empowerment, specifically
·  6  Skills in organizational management, logistics and accountability and creating dialogue and teamwork and future planning, writing guidelines, email guidelines    
· 5   Methods for more effectively communications and exchange of SEED-SCALE and program success as well as training materials, curriculum, and materials
· 3  Scale Squared Centers
· 2  Master’s Degree connection to Country Programs
The final questionnaire section on technology and effective communication queried staff about whether they were being overloaded with information by receiving too many email from Future Generations staff. Of all 15 respondents, only the President of the organization replied that he was receiving too many unnecessary emails. This is perhaps indicative of what many organizations experience as “founders syndrome,” where the founder of a growing organization continues to the communications-hub, even after the organizational decision-making structure has been decentralized. Within Future Generations, the president continues to the primary communications link. All key information channels through this one person, and it easy to see how one person can be overwhelmed with daily email from over thirty people. On the other extreme, some staff members do not receive any information unless they request it.

 To summarize, Future Generations staff recognize value of collaborative learning and sharing among staff and welcome opportunities for more global dialogue and engagement. But, the information flow and reporting system is inconsistent, with some staff at the center of all communications while others are marginalized on the periphery. 

To extend a healthy flow of communication within the organization will be a learning process enabled with new ways of thinking about learning and communicating, as well as new communications patterns to support the collective goal of organizational learning. 

VII. An Integrated Strategy to Energize and Sustain the Norm of Collaborative Learning and Sharing


An integrated strategy for collaborative learning and sharing needs to serve two major functions of organizational learning: 1) generate and sustain the energy of participants and thereby increase the flow and quality of learning exchange, and 2) extend learning, ideas and processes through a growing network of practitioners. The process of growing enthusiasm and extending the evolving ideas of community change are inseparable—participants who value the learning and experience of others and have a enthusiasm to share their own lessons and stories and who enjoy asking questions of others will by their very nature seek to extend their learning with those who share a common quest, but with whom they have no direct connection. While an energy for sharing and exchange exists to some degree within all organizational spheres of engagement, it has not permeated organization-wide, or reached the tipping point. 

The exchange of ideas and lessons of community change within the organization itself have occurred primarily through what could be considered a butterfly approach. Participants of Future Generations global learning community are like butterflies solitarily gathering the nectar of ideas and lessons of their daily experience from flowers or communities of all diversity around the world. In the process, they are pollinating new ideas, some of which bloom to be the most stunning flowers that provide new nectar for other butterflies who accidentally cross the same path another year.  While butterflies are some of nature's best nectar gatherers and pollinators, they are not social communicators. They do not share, exchange, redistribute their ideas or nectar the way that honey bees do for instance.  Honey bees are considered to be among the world's best pollinators because they have a social communications pattern that insures the cross-pollination of flowers and provide each other with exact data about their source of food.  A honey bee communicates news and findings with other members of its community. Although it is unconfirmed as to whether the waggle dance is the primary means of communication, it is known that honey bees show other members where the best food  and appropriate nest sites are and where they can find standing water.

What the honey bee has that the butterfly doesn't is a social communications pattern and structure that encourages the exchange of ideas, lessons and learning. The epistemic, communities of practice, and learning organization models  provide lessons and suggest ways of strengthening a communications pattern and structure that more fully engages the Future Generations global learning community in social organizational learning.

Current Activities from which to Build 

As referenced earlier in the paper, Future Generations is at the stage of internalizing the norm of collaborative learning and sharing. Current indicators include:   

1. Internal Staff Collaboration, Learning, and Information Sharing: International staff (currently from the operational sphere only) meet twice a year. All Future Generations staff have access to an international FTP file server to share and disseminate documents, reports, and information critical to their programs , and staff learn from each other through field visits to other country programs. 

2. Collaborative Learning through the Master's Degree Program: Future Generations is increasingly engaged with practitioners and organizations worldwide through its Master's Degree program. This provides a critical global peer review of the models of community change and the applicability of the SEED-SCALE process. New ideas and proposals are put forward to grow understanding around the complex issues of empowerment, equity, and going to scale. 

3. A Review of the Global Knowledge Base: Future Generations has returned to its earlier focus of engaging international dialogue to conduct a systematic review of the process of community change, this time in the context of regions of rising instability and post conflict. 

4. Proposal of the Global Partnerships Program: The Global Partnerships program will take Future Generations to a new phase of collaborative learning and sharing with a global network of practitioners. The program will also help to insure that learning continues among Master's Degree alumni.

With this growing organizational momentum, along with the Board of Trustee's commitment to a mission centered on education and partnerships and the evidence of the staff questionnaire that indicates interest and desire in cross-program learning, Future Generations has many successes and activities to guide the future of collaborative learning and sharing. What follows is a summary strategy—a starting point for dialogue—to internalizing the norm of collaborative learning and sharing. 

An Summary Strategy for Internalizing the Norm of Collaborative Learning and Sharing

1. Internal Staff Collaboration, Learning, and Information Sharing:

If Future Generations is to fully engage in partnership with "100 nodes of community change," as envisioned by staff and trustees, it must cultivate the process of learning and sharing among its own organizational staff. Although the 100 nodes will be autonomous, as is currently the case with Future Generations four country programs and alumni organizations, they will be connected through their mutual interest in learning a process of equitable and sustainable change. Future Generations has an immediate opportunity to demonstrate how to strengthen learning and partnerships among its international staff, four country programs and alumni. Such a demonstration will provide a useful model for how to later engage in partnership with 100 nodes. 

To strengthen staff collaboration and learning across programs, four action items are recommended:

· Cultivate Shared Values and a Shared Organizational Vision: At the next international staff meeting, which will for the first time in organizational history is scheduled to include participants from the demonstration and community spheres, identify the shared values that the organization would like to cultivate, and continue to engage in dialogue about the ten-year organizational vision and identify the value of being part of a global learning community. 
· Integrate learning into the Organization's Work plan process  Staff and community work plans are emerging as the primary organizational planning tool. Collaborative learning and sharing need to co-evolve with the work plan process. To begin, work plans need to be shared across programs. Work plans need to include a systematic process for regular program reporting. Another possibility is to encourage all staff to be part of  an organizational community of practice even if they are just participating on the periphery. 

· Provide the public and private space for learning and sharing  Due to a lack of support staff, Future Generations has not provided adequate public and public space to encourage the spontaneous and free-flow of cross-program learning. Staff know very little about what is happening in the organization outside of their own program areas. And if they have questions, they may not even know who to ask.. The international staff meetings twice a year are not adequate for connecting the members of this growing organization. Coordination is needed to create the needed public space, which initially can take the form of regular international teleconferences, an all-staff e-newsletter with bi-monthly updates or an interactive staff website with discussion forums, contact information, and maps showing the work underway. Private space can be encouraged by providing adequate access to international communications in the form of inexpensive and accessible phone-calling options. 

· Encourage staff to review the literature and guidelines of how to be a learning organization  Peter Senge has developed several fieldbooks or handbooks to guide individuals in how to participate more fully and effectively in a learning organization. It would be useful for staff to review one of these books before an international staff meeting and to evaluate its value to the organization.

Ultimately, the transition toward greater staff learning and sharing needs to start with some small simple steps that build success, provide useful information, and generate enthusiasm for the process of collective learning and exchange. 
 2. Collaborative Learning through the Master's Degree Program: 

The purpose of the Master's Degree program is to engage international students, faculty, and mentors in an ongoing process of collaborative learning and sharing that will develop into an iterative cycle of lifelong learning. Also participating in this process are the communities in all of the field sites that exchange lessons and ideas with the students as well as Future Generations country program staff. Two major needs have been identified: 1) Continue to engage and connect alumni and their communities after graduation, and 2) Enable the communities of the residential field sites to not only share the lessons they have learned, but to participate in the process of lifelong learning at their own pace. 

Future Generations Academic Program Director, Dan Wessner, has perhaps more than any other staff member internalized the norm of collaborative learning and sharing. He is guiding staff and faculty toward interactive online strategies and tools that provide an easily accessible platform for teaching and learning from a distance and across cultures. Two interactive learning tools and platforms have been proposed. The first is the learning and sharing platform known as IC3, intercultural communicative competence. It teaches language skills as well as the lessons of equitable and sustainable community change. And, it connects community practitioners from around the world. IC3 has not yet been fully embraced as a tool by Future Generations staff and faculty. One reason is that staff and faculty have not had substantial opportunities for rich dialogue about the tool and have not yet fully connected the idea with the ten-year vision of the organization. 

A second tool to be explored is the use of BlackBoard, the most reputable and advanced software for teaching and sharing on the Internet. This software, used primarily in traditional academic institutions, could be creatively used by Future Generations faculty, staff, and partner organizations to design and deliver customized training programs as well as academic courses, provide a platform for alumni to continue ongoing discussions and learning, and engage communities and partner organizations in a process of lifelong learning.  

One recommendation is that a cross-program community of practice is needed to both cultivate this dialogue, test the current pilot demonstrations, explore the possibilities, and work to secure the needed funds and staff support. And since this tool was first developed in partnership with Eastern Mennonite University, it would be useful if members of this partner organization also engaged in Future Generations community of practice. Also useful would be to engage one or two members of the Board of Trustees in this dialogue.

 3. A Review of the Global Knowledge Base of Community Change and Conservation:

Future Generations has taken a critical step toward a more systematic review of the global knowledge base of community change and conservation. The organization no longer proclaims that the SEED-SCALE process of community change is the most effective or that it is fully understood and developed. Rather, SEED-SCALE is now described as a process based on an initial review of global evidence that needs to be evaluated, adapted, and refined. SEED-SCALE also needs to be compared with other process and approaches.   

To move forward, Future Generations is currently building on the epistemic model to "scale-up" both the number of international participants in its learning process and improve understanding of how this process works in increasingly varied cultural, economic, and ecological contexts. To use the epistemic organizational learning model, Future Generations is now building on the success of the original task forces to research and bring together the best of global knowledge on the evolving process of community change. With a grant from the Carnegie Corporation, Future Generations has organized an international research team to systematically review the role of communities of practice in regions of rising instability and regions of post conflict.

While this global systematic review is a step in the right direction, Future Generations needs to be aware of its organizational history and work to avoid previous mistakes. Following the international task forces in 1995, Future Generations assumed it had all of the necessary evidence and essentially stopped engaging in global dialogue. Key to the success of Carnegie research will be to engage members of the Future Generations global learning community throughout the process. There will be a tendency for the coordinators of the Carnegie research grant to work in isolation of the rest of the organization. But given the invaluable nature of the research, this project is integral to the organization's future and strategic direction. Project coordinators will need to encourage broad staff participation in the process, even if participation is just on the periphery of information sharing and dialogue. Unlike other epistemic communities that primarily include "professional experts," all members of Future Generations five spheres of engagement, even those working at the community level, can participate in a well designed learning and extension process. 

A second recommendation for re-generating an epistemic learning model is to engage all members of the Future Generations community in a review and analysis of the new draft publication of  the SEED-SCALE process, From Seeds of Human Energy to the Scale of Global Change. To some extent, this is occurring. The draft manuscript has been circulated to a number of staff, and workshops are using ideas from the new book as training guidelines. An epistemic learning model would extend this process by more systematically involving community change practitioners from throughout all spheres of engagement in the review and dialogue process. Members will take additional roles, some experimenting with the ideas as tools for teaching, others reviewing the document from a more academic and government policy perspective, and others simply providing feedback based on their own experience.  Not only would such a process help to test and refine the ideas, but would further disseminate the book, as well as any new associated training materials, to a larger potential audience once it was published.

4. Proposal of the Global Partnerships Program:

The Global Partnerships Program, perhaps more than any other in the institution, will move the organization toward its ten-year vision of partnering with "100 nodes of community change." While the staff coordinator for this program will provide the needed leadership, it will be critical for this person to engage the broad participation of staff, partners, and colleagues in defining the purpose and strategic direction. Already, there is staff confusion as to whether this program will be structurally embedded within the academic programs or the country programs. Clearly coordination will be needed among both. Future Generations must also more define its role as a partner organization. In the ten year vision and organizational alignment document, the organization describes what it will contribute to the partnership, but does not suggest what it seeks to learn from other organizations. Future Generations staff need to continue dialogue about what the organization seeks to learn from these emerging relationships and what it means to be part of a global partnership that seeks to shift the paradigm of international development. All three models, epistemic, communities of practice, and learning organization, will be invaluable to this process and charting the program's strategic direction. 
VIII. Conclusion: The Premise of A Norm of Collaborative Learning and Sharing in Arising Ideas and Processes for Global Change

The social constructivist premise of Future Generations is that the global crises rising from inequity and unsustainable behaviors will not be solved through global interventions but through global collaboration. Global collaboration enables the sharing and testing of ideas, the triangulation of problems, the synthesis of best practice, and the extension of successful approaches and processes. The impact of such collaboration is not that it leads to universal solutions but to new understanding that enables communities and governments to generate sustainable and locally appropriate responses. 

The challenge before the organization is how to engage in collaborative learning and sharing to advance a new understanding, a new paradigm, of equitable and sustainable change. In other words, how does the organization engage in the norm that it advocates. While Future Generations stands on a foundation of collaborative learning and sharing, this norm has ebbed and flowed throughout organizational history. Today, organizational leadership and staff increasingly recognize the value of collaborative learning and sharing. The norm is critical to the alignment of the organization's goals and ten-year vision. And the organization is at the stage of internalizing this norm so that it becomes a part of the daily experience and interactions and guides the long term vision.  

Three models grounded in social constructivist theory (epistemic, communities of practice, and learning organization) provide principles and processes for energizing and sustaining momentum. Each are valuable within the different spheres of organizational engagement and will be useful in guiding the organization's four major domains: 1) staff, 2) master's degree program 3) global epistemic community reviewing the global knowledge base, and 4) the global partnerships program. Specific steps and recommendations have been provided. 

A recurring and common theme is the need for continuing organizational dialogue around the value of collaborative learning and sharing. Key to internalizing the norm will be the ability of staff and partner organizations to collectively and personally identify and articulate the value of the norm. Dialogue is not only putting the norm into practice, but is essential to energizing and sustaining the momentum of collaborative learning and sharing. Dialogue focused on what it means to be part of a global learning community and of its value to the organization, its staff, and partners will help to generate the shared values and vision needed to move the organization forward. To summarize, the organization needs to commit itself to engaging in global dialogue that will achieve what the Cibecue Apache describe as "our community walking forward together." 
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