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Abstract of Dissertation

An Exploratory Study of Communicative Actions and Knowledge Creation in Problem
Solving Meetings

The main objective of this study was to understand the discursive process of knowledge
creation through a case study design. The scope of this study included (1) analysis of the
interactions and knowledge creation constructs within a group during problem-solving
meetings in order to understand the role of the conversation-text cycle in a relationship
between these two constructs; and (2) examination of speech acts in talk-in-interactions
that support knowledge creation process during problem-solving meetings. This study
attempted to integrate insights from theories related to collective knowledge creation and
organizational communication, and more specifically, demonstrate the applications of
James Taylor’s Text-Conversation model and David Schwandt’s Collective Learning
System Model into knowledge creation process. Taylor’s text and conversation model, in
particular, was abstractand seemto lack empirical justification. If communication was
more than just transmitting information, then inquiry into communication dynamics
would provide a better understanding of the organization. When organizations have
theoretical constructs to help with an understanding what communication does, they can
identify, in principle, what enables and impedes the collective knowledge creation
process. Most of the existing theories that claim to explain knowledge creation do not
explain in sufficient detail how new knowledge is created. The literature review revealed
that while much of the literature focuses on knowledge management, there are a very few
empirical research studies that attempt to explain how new knowledge is created..
Although some scholars focus solely on social interactions in the creation of

organizational knowledge, their view is limited in that they offer an assumption that

Vi



knowledge creation begins only at the individual level. Furthermore, in the field of
organizational learning there are a number of studies that describe where and how
knowledge is obtained, interpreted, distributed, and stored within organizations.
However, these studies do not specifically describe the process of where and how the
new organizational knowledge is actually created. This study concludes that is the

interaction of individuals that allows knowledge to emerge.
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Chapter 1 - Introduction

People, especially in organizational settings, need to interact with each other in
order to execute their jobs. John Dewey expressed the pragmatic view that society
(including organizations in it) exists, not by, but in communication (1917): He perceived
communication not as a function, but as an essence. Any organizational activity today
depends on human interactions, such as those that occur during meetings and conference
calls with colleagues, clients, and stakeholders. By participating in these interactions,
people attempt to reduce equivocal information (Weick, 1995). They try to make sense
out of equivocality by interacting with each other. Thus, communication is key to
reducing ambiguity, adding value to information and creating knowledge (Schwandt,
1995). This is the primary reason Karl Weick (1995) advises that organizations need to
have more meetings (especially those that allow certain kind of interaction where
ambiguity of the information exchanged is reduced) and, subsequently, contribute to
reducing equivocal information.

One important aspect of mainstream models, such as the transaction cost model
(Kogut & Zander, 1992; Levinthal & March, 1993; March, 1991; Nonaka, 1994), the
competency-based model (Kogut & Zander, 1992; Teece & Pisano, 1994a; Teece,
Pisano, & Shuen, 1997), and a resource-based model (Porter, 1990; Rumelt, 1974; Teece,
1982), is that all consider knowledge as commodity that canbe transmitted from one
individual to another and/or one organization to another. Interestingly, many efforts to
create knowledge usually lead to generating more information (Gleick, 2011). In an
increasingly information rich world, managers are facing an environment with two

predominant trends: 1) increased emphasis on knowledge creation and 2) shortened
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lifespan of existing products and knowledge. Without genuine understanding of the depth
and breadth of organizational knowledge, employees are likely to perform knowledge-

intensive work inefficiently and ineffectively.

Knowledge creation does not just arise spontaneously from a vast amount of
information. It requires people to analyze facts, combine them, and, most importantly,
use them in execution of work related activities to support organizational survival.
Knowledge emerges from personal interactions and conversations between and among
people. How people interact has become so important that researchers are now
investigating unique aspects of human interaction elements such as speech acts in

innovation teams (Nightingale, 2003) and new product development teams (Sitarama,

Dong, & Agonino; 2001).

Most of the existing theories that claim to explain knowledge creation do not
explain in sufficient detail how new knowledge is created. In the literature focusing on
this topic there are a very few empirical research studies that attempt to explain how new
knowledge is actually created. Much of the literature focuses on knowledge management
(Argote et al, 2003; Grant, 1996; Hedlund, 1994; Nonaka & Takeuchi, 1995; Spender,

1996) and knowledge transfer (Kogut, 1988; Westney, 1988).

Although some scholars have focused on the importance of social interactions in
the creation of organizational knowledge (Abrams etal, 2003; Crossan, Lane, White,
1999; Nonaka, 1994); their view is limited in that they offer an assumption that
knowledge creation begins only at the individual level. Nonaka and Takeuchi's (1995)

widely cited model of knowledge creation and dissemination distinguishes tacit from



explicit knowledge. Tacit knowledge, authors proposed, is "deeply rooted in an
individual's action and experience™ (p. 8). Furthermore, in the field of organizational
learning there are a number of studies that describe where and how knowledge is
obtained, interpreted, distributed, and stored within organizations (Duncan & Weiss,
1979; Senge, 1990). However, these studies do not specifically describe the process of
where and how the new organizational knowledge is actually created. It is the interaction

of individuals that allows knowledge to emerge (Schwandt, 2009)

Research Question

The following two research questions frame the discussion in this study:

1. What are the characteristics of communicative actions in meetings that
attempt novel knowledge creation?
2. How does collective knowledge creation, as defined by Schwandt (1995),

occur in organizational conversations (e.g. problem solving meetings)?

Conceptual Frame

The conceptual framework used in this study is comprised of several components
and is based on the interactions betweenand among people that lead to new knowledge
creation. First, thorough exploration of Schwandt’s Collective Learning System Model,
based on Parsonian Sociology, enabled better understanding and/or visualization of
where knowledge creation activities occur within an organizational learning system. In
addition, the model helped explain why taking a communicative perspective is important
and how communication is not just a tool but also the origin of knowledge creation.

Second, a distinct communication theoretical approach (Taylor and VVan Every, 2000)



explored in depth to further examine the knowledge creation during human interactions.
Taylor and Van Every’s theorizing is unique in that it offers a distinct perspective on how
knowledge is created in the communication process itself. Lastly, Austin (1962)’s Speech
Act Theory, which was further developed by John Searle (1969), examined to investigate
further how one person acts on another by the act of speaking, thus adding value to

information and creating new knowledge.

Schwandt’s Collective Learning System Model

Schwandt (2009)’s Collective Learning System Model is based on Parsons’
General Theory of Action, which integrates the four functional prerequisites —
Adaptation, Goal Attainment, Integration, and Pattern Maintenance - into four
corresponding subsystems that support organizational learning. Organizational learning is
defined as “a system of actions, actors, symbols and processes that enables an
organization to transform information into valued knowledge, which in turn increases its
long-run adaptive capacity” (Schwandt, 1997, p. 343).

Building on Parsons’ work, Schwandt (1995) developed an organizational
learning model by postulating that the learning system is a subsystem of the social system
and, as such, can be understood from the lens of Parsons’ theory. The Schwandt’s model
addresses a need to expand on Parsons’ work on the learning subsystem, which was
predominantly focused on performance, and not learning. Therefore, both models support

the equation below in which performance and learning are key functions of social change.

Social Change=f (Performance, Learning)



Similar to Parsons’ General Theory of Action, Schwandt (1995) proposed that an
organizational learning system is also comprised of four subsystems:

1) Interaction of Interfacing with the Environments (corresponds to Parsons

adaptation),

2) Interaction of Reflecting (goal attainment),

3) Interaction of Structuring (integration),and

4) Interaction of Meaning Making and Remembering (pattern maintenance).
The interchange media, which account for the relationships between learning subsystems,
are named new information (product of the Interfacing with the Environments
subsystem), goal-referenced knowledge (product of the Reflecting subsystem),
reciprocation (product of the Structuring subsystem), and adaptive sensemaking tensions
(product of the Meaning Making and Remembering subsystem). Figure 1 below
illustrates a diagram of Schwandt’s Collective Learning System Model, with the media of
interchange for the learning subsystems. Per Schwandt, “The subsystems are presented
in their cybernetic hierarchical order starting with the Environment, which is low in
influencing the learning system but is high as a source of the system’s energy, that is

information” (2009, p. 135).
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Figure 1. Collective Learning System Model - Adapted from (Schwandt, 2009)

The following describes the four subsystems that comprise the Collective Learning

System Model.

Interaction of Interfacing with the Environments

Schwandt (2009) describes the Interfacing with the Environments subsystem as
the portal for new information. In a learning system, any new information serves as or
provides “energy"” required by an organization for survival. This new information
becomes the interchange media that connects the environmental interface subsystem with

other subsystems in the organization.

Interaction of Meaning Making and Remembering

The essence of the learning system is in its Meaning Making and Remembering
subsystem from which the other subsystems receive guidance and control (Schwandt,
2009). This subsystem defines the ability of an organization to make sense of what is

happening to it and retain memory of any knowledge that is critical for its survival. The



subsystem is composed of multiple interpretative assumptions that are intrinsically linked
to the organization’s culture. It also contains unique network of storage mechanisms,
each with its own data backup/retrieval mechanism. Adaptive sensemaking tensions are
the primary interchange medium with the other subsystems and are represented by

language and symbols.

Interaction of Structuring

Interaction of Structuring is the primary subsystem for reciprocation that includes
moving, transferring, retrieving, and capturing information and knowledge (Schwandt &
Marquardt, 2000). It covers acts of communication, networking, management,
coordination, and the implementation roles that collectively enable movement of
information or knowledge. The means for movement may be either formal or informal.
The output produced from this subsystem for interchange is a dynamic structuring that
integrates organizational structures, roles, norms, processes, and objects. Giddens (1979)
describes “structuration™ as the production and reproduction of social systems through the
application of generative rules and resources. Thus, structuring is more than just network
of functional relationships - it is also incorporated within interactions occurring in the
system. This dynamic interaction enables the structuring subsystem to integrate the other

three subsystems.

Interaction of Reflecting
The nexus of knowledge and action occurs in the Interaction of Reflecting

subsystem (Schwandt, 2009). Here, the organization examines those actions that enable it



to assign meaning to new information, thus creating knowledge. This learning subsystem
has its objective to create new knowledge; therefore knowledge creation in

communication would best fit within this subsystem.

Organizations create knowledge through collective actions that reflect on new
information, with considerations for how that information pertains to or is integrated
within organizational goals, organizational structure, and the organizational culture. For
example, this subsystem could describe how the firm reprioritizes its goals based on its
interpretation of external changes in the market. Daft and Weick (1984) describe this
process of giving meaning to data as interpretation.

The added perspective from Schwandt’s model is that these distinctions are
framed in terms of human interactions and can be positioned in the context of how an
organization is both creating and understanding the need for creation of knowledge. For
example, organizations have the capacity to reflect on results of their actions and
ascertain not only what they did, but how, why, when, where, and with whom, they did it.
These collective inquiry processes canenable organizations to institutionalize new ideas,
modify the nature of their work and potentially increase their adaptive capacity (Schein
1992).

The subsystem includes rational and interpretive actions that range from reflection
on impartial, value-free evaluations (e.g. cost-effectiveness purchase of office supplies)
to “value-laden deliberations, such as the proper person to hire for a position” (Schwandt,
2009, p. 137). The actions in this subsystem explain the reflection processes operating in
a context within the organization. This subsystem creates knowledge through the

reflective interactions of agents, thereby assigning value to information and creating



knowledge. Such reflections could create nonlinear responses to sensemaking tensions
“because they enhance the nonproportionality of the agent’s actions in collective

reflection” (Schwandt, 2009, p. 137).

Taylor’s Communication Theory

James Taylor developed a conversation-text model, which incorporated theories
such as Speech Act Theory of Austin (1962) and Searle (1969), structuration theory
(Giddens, 1979, 1984), actor-network theory (Callon and Latour, 1981, Latour, 1993,
1994, 1996), and activity theory (Engestrom, 1987, 1990). Much like his colleagues from
Montreal School of Organizational Communication, Taylor utilizes language analysis and
borrows from existing principles that explore the structure of language (e.g. text), the
appropriateness of language use (e.g. context), and goals and functions of language users

(Haslett 1987).

By focusing on the reflexive relation of talk and organization, Deidre Boden
(1994) offers a different perspective that relies on conversation analysis, which Taylor

subsequently incorporated into his theory.

Taylor’s theoretical inquiry is based on a conception of communication as the
dialectic between conversation and text (Taylor, 1999). According to this theory, text is
the medium of the conversation. In other words, text is the content of what is said. Text is
not limited to the literal; it cantake place in person, or through other communication
technology, such as email or phone. Conversation is the actual interaction (e.g.

communication activity) between and among two or more participants. Furthermore, the



relationship between text and conversation manifests itself through two simultaneous and

reciprocal translation processes:

1) from text to conversation and

2) from conversation to text.

Given that this is truly a cyclical process, text is not just what is said, but also can be the

outcome of the conversation response.

With regard to knowledge and its role in our information-rich society, it is
through these translations that we can begin to see how knowledge is exchanged.
Interestingly, these translations are the same reciprocation (e.g. mutual agent interaction)
of the Schwandt’s model related to the exchange medium of Interactions of Structuring
subsystem (2009), which Gouldner (1960) also observed. The production of reciprocation
“provides a further source of motivation and additional moral sanctions for conforming
with specific status obligations” (Gouldner, 1960, p. 175). Given that the individual’s text
responses are continually modified based on the intent, context, and relationship through
conversation, the individual’s knowledge base also continually expands (Fairhurst and
Putnam, 2004). Taylor draws from and applies these ideas about text, conversation, and
translations to define his concept of an organization as follows: “Organizational
communication can be interpreted as an action itself and the process through which texts
are translated into conversations and vice versa” (Taylor and Van Every, 2000).
Practically speaking, elements such as goals, activities, and structure, relay the intent,

context, and relationship background necessary for text to be translated. Therefore, texts

10



and conversation constitute new knowledge. These elements are identical to the
constructs made by both Parsons and Schwandt to describe “social performance” and

“social learning” respectively (Schwandt and Marquardt, 2000)

Knowledge Creation Process in Conversation

Knowledge is created in two interrelated steps: 1) the textual form is mapped into
conversational form, and 2) the material of repertoire (e.g. resources on which people
draw in order to construct accounts; discourses, and inter-subjective meanings) is
exploited in the determination of circumstance (e.g. relatively constant frame of
interaction, occasion) (Taylor and VVan Every, 2000). These steps fall into two branches
of semantics in linguistics: 1) frame semantics - which refers to practical knowledge of
the world (e.g. particular background frame) and 2) construction semantics - the
underlying, semantically inspired, structural patterns of phrases and sentences (Goldberg,
1995). As shown in Figure 2, these two branches of semantics correspond to two regions

within the communicational space.
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Circumstances

DOMAIN OF
FRAME
SEMANTICS
Repertoire p Text form
Talking out of & text: ["‘E”"'mm OF _
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SEMANTICS
T -
Conversation
form

Figure 2: Adapted from Taylor and Van Every, 2000

Figure 3 depicts a more “dynamic” and reciprocating communication mapping of
a) circumstances to frame knowledge - which relates to some background frame or scene
(Goldberg, 1995) to generate an interpretation of the situation the participants are in, and,
b) conversation exchanges to construction knowledge - sentence types that “encode as

their central senses types that are basic to human experience - to generate interpretation

of what is to be done and who is to do it (Taylor and VVan Every, 2000).
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Circumstances

Frame
Knowledge

> Construction
Knowledge

4
Conversation

Figure 3: Taylor and Van Every, 2000

The model depicted in Figure 4 adapts the text and conversation theory to the
dynamics of a contemporary, information-centered organization. Recognizing the
application of this model to managerial communication in particular, Taylor concludes
his analysis by stating that “it is a relationship in which organizational knowledge is

represented and regenerated that makes management work, not some kind of abstract

technical mastery of rational methods or a charming personality” (Taylor 2002).

Basically text creates a surface of emergence for priori forms of knowledge, and
conversation constitutes the site of the knowledge creation process. In order to reveal the
knowledge creation process, the initial task is to identify the priori form of knowledge
represented in language. New knowledge in this process subsequently “emerges in

communication thorough the mapping of experience to language” (Taylor and Van

13



Every, 2000). Therefore, the a priori systems of forms are the discursive formations that

mediate the text-conversation cycle.

Taylor suggests that what we really should be looking for are “objects and agents
that constitute the basic meaning structures of language” (pg. 73). Frame structures and
construction semantics are the meaning structures’ bases (Taylor and Van Every, 2000).
Since “communication exists at the intersection of conversation and text”, then the place
we should look at is the translation of conversation into the text and of the text into the
conversation (Taylor and Van Every, 2000). Werth (1993) states that a discourse is
generated by ongoing conversations and represents a unit of speech that has to be

understood in relation to its context. Context includes extra linguistics situation (e.g. the

circumstances) and the knowledge for those taking part (e.g. frame knowledge).

Each new intervention relies on existing base of common knowledge for its
comprehension and introduces “new” information that may, depending on the process of
interactive negotiation that compose the conversation, then, in turn be incorporated into
the body of knowledge shared by participants. Such a shared, taken for granted, body of
knowledge, Werth (1993) calls the common ground of conversation which is similar to
the frame knowledge. According to Werth (1993), construction process of text world is
supported by discourse world when participants participate in an ongoing talk - what
Taylor calls the “conversation”. Discourse produces the text, and text supplies the frame

of conversation (Werth, 1993)

Taylor’s suggestion is that, a priori form of text has its equivalent in the patterns

of spoken discourse or also known as “speech act” (Taylor and VVan Every, 2000, 2011).

14



By investigating these patterns (i.e. the actual interactions and “performances” (Austin,
1962) of people, it is possible to determine how a priori forms of text are formed

thorough conversation and conversation shaped by the text can be also revealed - thus

adding value in conversations.

Speech Act Theory

Speech Act Theory, a modern philosophical approach to language, has
challenged the longstanding assumption of philosophers that human utterances consist
of only true or false statements about the world. This theory was initiated by the English
philosopher J. L. Austin in lectures, which were published after his death in “How to Do
Things with Words” (1962). Speech Act Theory makes a distinction between constative
utterances, which report as either true or false for some external events, and formatives,
which are verbal actions in themselves (e.g. promising) and not true or false statements.
Further analysis reveals that a single utterance may address three distinct kinds of
speech acts: 1) simple ‘locutionary’ status as a grammatical utterance (e.g. saying
something (or the locution) with a certain meaning in the traditional sense), 2) an
illocutionary force (e.g. informing, ordering, warning, undertaking), and 3) a
perlocutionary force (e.g. an effecton the listener or reader- inspiring, persuading or

deterring).

Since Austin's death in 1960, Speech Act Theory has been developed further by J. R.
Searle in Speech Acts (1969). Searle (1969) identified five illocutionary/perlocutionary

points:

15



1. Assertives: statements may be judged true or false because they aim to describe a

state of affairs in the world.

2. Directives: statements attempt to make the other person's actions fit the

propositional content.

3. Commissives: statements which commit the speaker to a course of action as

described by the propositional content.
4. Expressives: statements that express the “sincerity condition of the speech act”.

5. Declaratives: statements that attempt to change the world by “representing it as

having been changed”.

We all follow two types of rules:

e Constitutive rules or Definition rules that create or define new forms of behavior.

e Regulative or Behavior rules that govern types of behavior that already exist.

The meaning of an utterance is thus defined more by convention than the initiative of
the reader. When we speak, we are following learned rules. Performativity occurs

where the utterance of a word also enacts it (for example — “I raise your salary...”). It is

a form of illocutionary act.

Figure 4 below illustrates proposed the Integrated Conceptual Framework based on

models developed by Schwandt, Taylor and Searle.
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Statement of Purpose

The purpose of this study was to investigate a discursive process of knowledge
creation using primarily speechacts through a case study design. More specifically,
objectives of this study were to (1) analyze the interactions and knowledge creation
constructs within a group during problem-solving meetings in order to understand the

role of the conversation-text cycle in a relationship between these two constructs; and (2)
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to examine speech acts in interactions that support knowledge creation process during

problem-solving meetings.

Significance of Study

This study attempted to integrate insights from theories described in previous
sections. Itaims to demonstrate the application of Taylor’s theories in knowledge
creation. Taylor’s text and conversation model, in particular, is very abstract and seem to
lack empirical justification. If communication is more than just transmitting information,
then inquiry into communication dynamics will provide a better understanding of the
organization. When organizations have theoretical constructs to help with an
understanding what communication does, they can identify, in principle, what enables

and impedes the collective knowledge creation process.

Overviewof Methods

This study had the qualitative single case study design. Data was collected from
multiple resources to include organizational conversations (e.g. problem solving
meetings), interviews with the meeting participants and non-participant observations.

Conversation analysis method was used to analyze transcriptions of the meetings.

Delimitations

Delimitations of this study are associated with the nature of the research

questions. First major delimitation is the focus on talk-in-interactions in meetings that
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attempts knowledge creation. This means that data was primarily gathered during
meetings (three two-hour in duration). In addition, follow up interviews were conducted
with the meeting participants as supplementary of their opinions during the meetings.
This study only focused on meetings that are problem solving in nature, since one
major aim of this study was to explore novel knowledge creation process. Data was
gathered only from three two-hour meeting. The pool of participants was different in each
meeting, but they all discussed the same problem. Only audio recorder was used during

these sessions since all members participated remotely via teleconference call.

Limitations

Studying organizational knowledge while it’s emerging - in real time, during
problem solving meeting, creates methodology and time limitations.

Although Conversational Analysis (CA) is so far the most suitable method to
study organizational conversations as they happen, to the extent that CA suggests it it is
possible to study talk with no reference to the motives of speakers or the context in which
speech occurs. This method has certain operational limits that are almost never fully
adhered to. To focus only on what is manifested in the talk itself, with no attempt to infer
to or from motive or context, may be impossible. However, the call to pay attention to
what and how people talk should be heeded. Therefore, to augment the data for the
purposes of this study, interviews were conducted with all meeting attendees.

Another major limitation is time. Since the major objective of this study is to
capture talk-in-interactions in problems solving meetings that attempts knowledge
creation, meetings in such quality are very rare to capture. | observed but not participated

in four conference call meetings held in January 2013 at my current workplace. The
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quality of collective knowledge creation process, in this case, is highly dependent upon

the interaction among attendees.
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Term Definition

A system of actions, actors, symbols and processes that enables

Collective o . T
L an organization to transform information into valued
/Organizational . . . .
. knowledge, which in turn increases its long-run adaptive
Learning .
capacity” (Schwandt, 1997, p. 343).
Sentence types that “encode as their central senses types that
Construction are basic to human experience - to generate interpretation of
Knowledge what is to be done and who is to do it (Taylor and Van Every,
2000).
. The actual interaction (e.g. communication activity) between
Conversation

and among two or more participants (Taylor, 1999).
Priori forms of knowledge (Taylor and Van Every, 2000).

Frame Knowledge

“Portrayed as comprising human interactive actions or a
‘process’ that include the use of prior knowledge to assign
meaning to new information. This

process is facilitated by the placement of stimuli (information)

Sensemakin , .

& into sensemaking frameworks (schemata or knowledge
structures) that reduce the complexity of the information and
allow for its association with past actions and meanings”
(Schwandt, 2005, p. 182).

. “A framework of knowledge structures that includes a set of
Sensemaking 1 1 1 hat h d d
Framework elements, rules, or values that have served as a guide to

understanding” (Schwandt, 2005, p. 182).

. When “environmental cues no longer ‘fit’ the individual’s
Sensemaking . . . . :
Tensions sensemaking framework experiences atension associated with

‘surprise’ (Weick, 1995)” (Schwandt, 2005, p. 185).

An act that is performed by making an utterance, such as
Speech Act promising, ordering, greeting, warning, inviting and
congratulating, Searle (1969).

The naturally occurring talk produced in everyday situations of

Talk-m-. human interaction (Hutchby & Wooffitt, 1998, p. 13). The study
Interaction .. . . . .

of talk-in-interaction is known as conversation analysis.
Text The medium of the conversation. In other words, text is the

content of what is said (Taylor, 1999).
Table 1: Definitions
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Chapter 2 — Literature Review

Overviewof Literature Review
This section will outline review of literature in 3 main areas under the scope of
this study as follows: 1) Collective Knowledge Creation, 2) Communication Aspect of

Knowledge Creation, and 3) Speech Act Theory.

Collective Knowledge Creation

Nature of Knowledge

In literature, there are mainly two mainstream traditions. The first tradition treats
knowledge as a commodity that canbe exchanged between parties, which is associated
with the economic tradition. In this tradition, knowledge is seen separately from its
dependence on a value context and its social relational origins (Schwandt, Ayvaz, &
Gorman, 1996). The differentiation of “knowledge” from “information” has been largely
ignored as knowledge is only seenas passive and composed of facts that can be stored,
retrieved, and disseminated, with little concern for the context in which the facts were
originally created. This mainstream tradition has several models. The main three are the
transaction cost model ( Kogut & Zander, 1992; Levinthal & March, 1993; March, 1991;
Nonaka, 1994), the competency-based model ( Kogut & Zander, 1992; Teece & Pisano,
1994a; Teece, Pisano, & Shuen, 1997), and a resource-based model (Porter, 1990;
Rumelt, 1974; Teece, 1982).

The second tradition emerged from the social constructionist school and treats
knowledge as a collective-level phenomenon that is embedded in the dynamic

sensemaking process of human action and thought (Weick, 1995, Weick 1979). This
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school of thought builds on the research that people actively construct their environment
by integrating existing knowledge structures with external information through acts of
interpretation (Meindl, Stubbart, & Porac, 1996; Weick, 1995). Collective knowledge is
an emergent phenomenon and is known in its entirety to no one, while parts of it are
known differently to all (Tsoukas, 1996). In this school of thought certain patterns
constitute the creation of new knowledge to maintain the system which is lacking in most
economic models of knowledge creation. Along with Schwandt’s framework, some of
the social constructivist models include that of Seely and Brown (1991) ‘Communities of
Practice,” Spender’s (1996) ‘Industry recipes’ and knowledge taxonomies, Tsoukas’
(1996) ‘knowledge as a continuum,” and Von Krogh etal (1994) conditions for new or

recreated knowledge.

Collective Knowledge Creation

Examining the complex interactions and institutional patterns of how knowledge
is disseminated is critical to creating and sharing knowledge in order to affect
fundamental change in an organization. Studying knowledge at the collective level was
first brought up by Durkheim (1895) and later by Hayek (1945). Collective knowledge
can be represented by organizing principles, routines and practices, management
schemes, lessons learned from past experiences (e.g. organizational memory), and the
relationships that are commonly held and widely spread out throughout the organization
(Lyles & Schwenk, 1992a; Zander & Kogut, 1995). Therefore, examining the collective
knowledge structure involves considering not only routines (Levinthal & March, 1993;

March, 1991), but also incorporating the norms, values, and assumptions impacting
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action and subsequently the knowledge-creating process. Weick and Roberts (1996),
using an example of flight deck crews on aircraft carriers, suggest that the collective
mind exists beyond any representation of aggregate of individual knowledge.

Discrepancies in the creation or formation of collective-level knowledge are
evident in theoretical developments (Nonaka, 1994; Spender, 1996). Scholars have
placed an emphasis on the role of knowledge structures in creating organizational
knowledge by suggesting that the process of transforming information into valued
knowledge involves combining existing knowledge structures with external information
through acts of interpretation (Daft & Weick, 1984; Weick, 1995).

This study defines knowledge as that information that is “valued” and created by
the collective. The valuing processes applied to information are driven by the cultural
values, basic assumptions, and social norms held by the specific collective (i.e.,
organization) and are manifested through actions, experiences and the collective’s history
(Schwandt, Ayvaz, & Gorman, 1996).

Parsons and Shils (1952) defined the collective as integration of its members with
acommon value system. This implies that the members of the collectivity will, under
appropriate circumstances, actin ‘defense’ of shared values” (Parsons & Shils, 1952).

Collectivity can be defined as a continuously emergent social pattern of integrated
individual and collective actions characterized by an accepted set of values (Pruzan,
2001) and common knowledge (Schwandt, 2002). This definition allows for potential
variance in the nature of collectives based on the extent of integration, acceptance of

collective values, and involvement in knowledge creation. Formation of values was the
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focal point of research in organizational theory and behavior (Schein, 1992) along with
other social science disciplines.

The emergence aspect of collectivity has been discussed in relation to the social
construction of reality (Berger & Luckmann, 1966), managerial sensemaking (K.E.

Weick, 1995), and the creation of meaning from habitus (Bourdieu, 1977).

Organizational Learning Models and Theories

In the organization learning literature, there is a general agreement that, while an
organization cannot learn without individuals’ learning, organization learning is different
from the sum of the learning of the individuals within the organization. (Argyris &
Schon, 1978; Hedberg, 1981; Kim, 1993). This section provides a brief review of some
of these contributions.

One of the first pioneer studies (Draft &Weick, 1984) portrayed organizations as
interpretation systems. According to this study, organizations have internal systems that
interpret the events and related information from environment and within organizations.
Organizations have the ability to develop distinct ways of operating and processing
information. This characteristic explains why organizations may and can develop quite
different organizational cultures.

Observations of work life reveal very valuable insights to help understand how
organizations candevelop interpretation systems. Orr’s research (1990) revealed that
service technicians’ actual work is quite different outlined in their official job
descriptions and formal training they received to conduct their work. According to Orr’s

finding, service technicians depend on interactions with each other and storytelling that
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occurs within the organization. Technicians interact with their colleagues to resolve
issues at work and find solutions leveraging their team experience rather than depending
on official company guidelines and job descriptions.

Brown and Duguid (1991) further investigated Orr’s (1990) study in their
ethnographic research. Authors suggested that “learners are acquiring no explicit, formal
‘expert knowledge,” but the embodied ability to behave as community members” (p. 69).
Brown and Duguid confirm Lave and Wenger’s (1990) idea of legitimate peripheral
participation in communities of practice. Lave and Wenger’s study confirm that learning
is a process in which the learner becomes an “insider” in a community of practice and
learning cannot be separated from practice. The authors advocate that learning
communities, or communities of practice, should be formed in organizations.

Similarly to Draftand Weick (1984), Weick and Roberts (1993) examined how
individual action informs social processes to create a mindful collective mind, by
observing highly reliable behavior on an aircraft carrier’s deck.

March’s (1996) concept of exploitation and exploration in organizational learning
is further studied by Crossan, Lane, and White (1999). Their conceptual framework
suggest that organizational learning contains four processes—intuiting, interpreting,
integrating, and institutionalizing—connecting the individual, group, and organizational
levels. Intuiting is explained as “preconscious recognition of the pattern and/or
possibilities inherent in a personal stream of experience” (Weick, 1995, p. 25).
Interpreting is an understating process of events based upon individual(s)” own
worldview. Integrating refers to developing a collective understanding within a group via

dialogue collective action. Institutionalizing is a process that newly developed collective
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understanding is embedded within organizational life via organizational routine
processes.

According to Crossan, Lane, and White (1999), the organizational learning
processes function across the three levels—individual, group, and organization. Although
it may be difficult to observe and determine atwhich level organizational learning starts
and ends, the authors propose that intuition occurs at the individual level, and
institutionalizing at the organization level. Interpreting links individual and group levels,
and integrating ties the group and organizational levels. Lastly, although this process
may seem very straight forward, in practice, such organizational learning process can be
very complex since there are many communication channels across the levels.

The organizational knowledge creation theory, developed by Nonaka and
Takeuchi (1995), is based on the concept of organizational knowledge creation as “a
process that ‘organizationally’ amplifies the knowledge created by the individual, and
clarifies it as a part of the knowledge network of the organization” (p. 59). This theory
has a lot of similarities with the Crossan, Lane, and White’s (1999) theory. Both theories
emphasize how knowledge transitions across individual, group, and organization levels to
become part of the organization’s systems, processes, strategies, and/or routines.
Crossan, Lane, and White’s theory is mainly based on distinct but complex activities of
exploration and exploitation in organizational learning. The key differentiating element
of Nonaka and Takeuchi’s theory is that delineates clear distinction between tacit and
explicit knowledge. This theory proposes that there are different interactions within and

between each type, known as knowledge conversion.
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Organizational learning is not solely about dissemination of learning across the
various levels of the organization. As new interpretations and understandings are shared,
they are negotiated and, often improved, by the additional contributions of other
organization members (Nonaka & Takeuchi, 1995). Argyris and Schon (1974, 1978)
deliberated on the question of depth of learning in their study on double-loop learning.
Similar discussions have been presented by other authors (Bateson, 1972). Argyris
(1983) defined the distinction between single- and double-loop learning as follows:

“One type (of organizational learning) involves the production of matches, or the

detection and correction of mismatches, without change in the underlying

governing policies or values. This is called single loop learning. A second type,
double loop learning, does require re-examination and change of the governing
values. Single loop learning is usually related to the routine, immediate task.

Double loop learning is related to the non-routine, the long-range outcome™ (p.

116)

The main focus of double-loop learning is on the underlying values influencing the
learning process. Argyris and Schon (1978) proposed that double-loop learning is critical
element in organizational learning and relying solely on single-loop learning, can create
dysfunctional organizations.

According to March (1996),, organizational learning is a continual struggle within
the organization that involves the resource sharing for the exploitation of existing
knowledge versus resource allocation for exploration of new knowledge. He referredto
the influence of the evolutionary models on the discussion regarding this struggle, which

deliberates the issue from the perspectives of variation and selection (Ashby, 1960).
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However, an adaptive approach, which emphasizes that exploitation, at the expense of
exploration, canbe damaging. March stated that, “Since long-run intelligence depends on
sustaining a reasonable level of exploration, these tendencies to increase exploitation and
reduce exploration make adaptive processes potentially self-destructive” (p. 104). He
suggests that while returns on exploitative learning are “positive, proximate and
predictable,” the returns on exploratory learning tend to be “uncertain, distant and often
negative” (p. 104). For this reason, organizations tend to display an unhealthy tendency
towards exploitative rather than exploratory learning, which can represent a significant

obstruction in achieving long-term organizational effectiveness.

Schwandt’s Collective Learning System Model

A collective learning system is defined as "a system of actions, actors, symbols
and processes that enables an organization to transform information into valued
knowledge which in turn increases its long-run adaptive capacity.” (Schwandt, 1997;
Schwandt & Marquardt, 2000). Schwandt’s grounding in Talcott Parsons' (1951) Social
Action Theory (often referred to as AGIL) calls on Parsons’ identification of four,
integrated elements to social action: (1) adaptation to the external environment; (2) goal
attainment; (3) integration of all parts of the organization; and (4) pattern maintenance to
reinforce prevalent behaviors and the organization’s cultural patterns.

Parsons (1951) defined the social systemas “a mode of organization of action
elements relative to the persistence or ordered processes of change of the interactive
patterns of a plurality of individual actors” (p. 24). This concept of social system is

central to Parsons’ General Theory of Action, developed in the 1940s and 1950s, which
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provides a theoretical framework combining multiple disciplines in social sciences.
Parsons argued that the basic analytical component of a sociological theory of anaction
system is the unit act, which involves an actor, an end or goal, a situation composed of
conditions and means, and norms and values by which ends and means are selected. A
key aspect of Parsons’ theory is that any system must satisfy four requirements in order
to survive, and that in each case a specialist subsystem is developed to meet each
requirement (or functional prerequisite, in Parsons’ terminology), as follows:

1. Each system must adapt to its environment (adaptation).

2. Each system must have a means of mobilizing its resources in order to achieve
its goals and thus obtain gratification (goal attainment).

3. Each system must maintain the internal co-ordination of its parts and develop
ways of dealing with deviance—in other words, it must keep itself together (integration).

4. Each system must maintain itself as nearly as possible in a state of equilibrium
(pattern maintenance).

The subsystems—adaptation, goal attainment, integration, and pattern

maintenance (latency)—are shown in Figure 5.
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Source: Adapled from T. Parsons (1953). Working Papers.
Glencoe, IL: The Free Press.

Figure 5: Model of Parsons General Theory of Action.

Even though Parsons (1968) claims that social systems change through both
performance and learning actions, he had limited focus on learning compared with his
focus on other features of the action theory. Schwandt (2000) postulates that
organizations are social systems that change as a result of both performance and learning.
He sees the creative capacity that influences the collective’s cultural values and uses this
view to describe how an organization learns as a system. His model emphasizes the
learning aspect of change in Parsons General Theory of Social Action, and emphasizes
the relationships and integration of the subsystems, which allows the organization to
increase its learning capacity

The four functions of Schwandt’s Collective Learning System Model (Figure 6)
and the Parsons (1968) equivalents are as follows:

1. Interaction of Interfacing with the Environments (adaptation),
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2. Interaction of Reflecting Subsystem (goal attainment),
3. Interaction of Structuring Subsystem (integration),

4. Interaction of Meaning Making and Remembering Subsystem

A Interactions of Meaning Making and
Remembering

Cybarneticinfluence / / A . N

Source High Knowledge / | \\ N\
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Figure 6: Schwandt’s Collective Learning System Model (2009)

N

The interchange mechanisms are processes, procedures, and roles manipulated by
the collective and individual actors who produce invisible networks. They are patterns of
action that allow for mutual exchange among the subsystems. The media of interchange /
exchange are as follows:

1. New Information, product of the Interfacing with the Environments Subsystem. The
learning system accesses new information from the external environment and from
within. The subsystem’s function is adaptation. New information comes into the system
from outside and leaves the organizational learning system through the adaptation
function.

2. Knowledge, product of the Reflecting Subsystem. The goals of the learning system are

to adapt through learning.
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3. Reciprocation, product of the Structuring subsystem. The integration of organizational
structures, information technology, roles, policies, procedures, and processes produces a
dynamic result—structuration. The structuring media of exchange integrates the other
three subsystems in the organizational learning system. Structuring mechanisms allow for
information and knowledge to move within the learning system and the organization.

4. Adaptive sensemaking tensions, product of the Meaning Making and Remembering
Subsystem. Adaptive sensemaking tensions functions to accomplish pattern maintenance.
The adaptive sensemaking produced and transferred from the Meaning Making and
Remembering Subsystem is represented by language and symbols. This medium makes
sense of actions through reflection, moves and classifies knowledge into stored memory,
and is required by the Structuring subsystem to generate appropriate structuring.
Language and symbols—defined as words, signals, and knowledge structures (schema
and scripts)—are the means that the Meaning Making and Remembering Subsystem uses
to communicate with other subsystems. Language and symbols are required to produce
useful explicit information, knowledge and the structure for organizational learning

(Schwandt, 2009).

James Taylor’s Text and Conversation Theory

Taylor, along with colleagues such as Francois Cooren, Carole Groleau, Daniel
Robichaud, and Elizabeth Van Every follow a conversation metaphor rather than
previous metaphors that equate an organization to physical entity that holds
communication. This was a new and important concept. He employs language analysis
and borrows from existing principles that explore the structure of language (e.g. text), the

appropriateness of language use (e.g. context), and goals and functions of language users
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(Taylor and Van Every, 2000). Evidence of conversation analysis, semiotics, pragmatics,
and formal linguistics can be found in Taylor’s work (Taylor and VVan Every, 2000).

His primary theory, and the foundation for other research, focuses on the interplay
between text and conversation and the relationship to organizing. Organizational
communication results from the intersection of conversation and textual dimensions
(Taylor and Van Every, 2000). An equivalency, or reciprocal, relationship exists between
communication and organization (Taylor and Van Every, 2000). Within this theory, text
is the medium of the conversation. In other words, text is the content of what is said. Text
is not limited to the literal. Conversation is the actual interaction (the communication
activity) betweentwo or more participants. Furthermore, the relationship between text
and conversation manifests itself through two simultaneous and reciprocal translation
processes: 1) from text to conversation and 2) from conversation to text. Because this is
really acycle, text is not just what is said, but also can be the outcome of the conversation
response.

Returning for a moment to knowledge and its role in our information society, it is
through these translations that we can begin to see how knowledge is exchanged. As an
individual’s text responses are continually modified based on the triad of intent, context,
and relationship, through conversations, the individual’s knowledge base also continually
expands.

Organizational communication can be interpreted as an action itself, and the
process through which texts are translated into conversations. Practically speaking,
elements such as goals, activities, and structure can be considered the intent, context, and

relationship background necessary for text to be translated.
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Taylor developed his theory by adapting concepts from previous theories,
especially from the Speech Act Theory of Austin (1965). According to Taylor (Ashby,
1960; Taylor etal., 2001) when people communicate, as Austin indicates (1965), they
perform a form of act. Therefore “communication is not just about messaging; it is about
people organizing themselves” (Taylor, et al 2001, p.128). As Austin argues (1965),
when we use language, we do more than merely represent something. To speak to
someone is not just to encode our knowledge in a form that makes it accessible to them; it
is to act, to influence, to do something with the words we utter. Every well-formed
sentence includes a point of external reference, which some philosophers and linguists
think of as a proposition, and that Austin described as a locution (Searle, 1969). In
addition, utterances are commonly characterized by what is called “modality,” which is to
say all those features of speech that serve to express the attitude of the speaker to what he
or she is saying. Austin thought of modality as the “illocutionary” dimension of
utterance, or all those signs that point, not to the context of speech, but reflexively to the
speech situation itself, including the attitude of the speaker and the relationship to the
person being addressed. All communication is in this sense what Giddens (1984) called
“reflexive.”

Shifting of perspective from communication as messaging to a speech-as-act view
will bring focus on what communication is doing, as opposed to what it is representing,
as Foucault (1972) observed, look not through but at communication: not at what lies
behind communication, but what it is. Rather than first ask what people know and feel,
and then how they “communicate” that knowledge or feeling, or how the structures of a

society come to be manifested in communication (as if they existed independently of
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communication), we do a reversal. We focus instead on how knowledge and emotion are
constructed in communication, and how in this way individual identities are also brought

into being, as George Herbert Mead long ago proposed (1934).

Speech Act Theory

Speech act theory developed from the philosophy of language (Austin, 1962;
Searle, 1969, 1975, 1979, 1992). Austin (1962) proposed a three level classification of
utterances: locutionary acts, illocutionary acts, and perlocutionary acts. Locution is the
actual words that are uttered, illocution refers to the force that makes it a particular act,
and perlocution is the effect of the illocution on the hearer to carry out the particular act.
In "How to do Things with Words," J. L. Austin stated that “we realize that what we have
to study is not the sentence but the issuing of an utterance in a speech situation, there can
hardly be any longer a possibility of not seeing that stating is performing an act” (p.139).

Searle (1979) further developed and systematized Austin’s (1962) theory on speech
acts. According to Searle’s speech act theory, speakers perform illocutionary acts to
convey communicative intentions, such as requests, apologies, promises, and so on.
Searle made a distinction between direct and indirect speech acts, indirect speech acts
being utterances that are understood from the context without mentioning the act itself

(Searle, 1979).

Searle (1975) has set up the following classification of illocutionary speech acts:

e Assertives :speechacts that commit a speaker to the truth of the expressed

proposition, e.g. taking an oath
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o Directives:speech acts that are to cause the hearer to take a particular action, e.g.

requests, commands and advice

o Commissives: speech acts that commit a speaker to some future action, e.g.

promises

o Expressives:speechacts that express the speaker's attitudes and emotions

towards the proposition, e.g. excuses, congratulations, and thanks

o Declarations: speech acts that change the reality in accord with the proposition of

the declaration, e.g. pronouncing someone guilty

Francis Cooren outlines “the components of the five illocutionary force” based on

Vanderveken’s (1990) analysis of the notion of illocutionary force (2000, p.29).

Primitive Propositional . '
[llocutionary Point cpontent Prepzra}tory Smtét_er_lty
Force e condition condition

Assertive Consistin Neutral The speaker has | The speaker
representing as reasons or believes the
actual a state of evidence for the | propositional
affairs truth of the content.

propositional
content.

Commissive Consistin The propositional | The speaker is The speaker
committing the content must be | capable of intends to carry
speakerto a represent a carrying out the | out the action
future course of | future course of | action
action action of the

speaker

Directive Consistin The propositional | The hearer is The speaker
making an content must be | capable of desires or wants
attempt to get represent a carrying out the | the hearerto
the hearertodo | future course of | action carry out the
something action of the action

hearer

Declaration Consistin The propositional | The speaker is The speaker
performing an content must be | capable of believes, intends
action which represent a carrying out this | and desires to
brings into present course of | action in his carry out this
existence a state | action of the utterance action
of affairs by speaker
representing
oneself as

performing that
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|||Pr|m'ltlve . Propositional Preparatory Sincerity
ocutionary Point GO condition condition
Force condition
action
Expressive Consists of Neutral Neutral Neutral
expressing

propositional
attitudes of the
speaker about a
state of affairs

Table 2: “The Components of the Five lllocutionary Force” (Cooren, 2000, p. 29)

Kasper indicates (2004, p.114) “conversation analysis’ distinct approach to action,
meaning, and context has much to offer to speech act research.

Conversation analysis is a method of studying the social interactions within groups by
analyzing the naturally occurring forms of talk within the groups. Erving Goffman's
(1961) notion of the interaction order, and Harold Garfinkel's (1967) ethnomethodology
were the main motivations of conversation analysis’ inception. Conversation analysis was
developed in the late 1960s and early 1970s primarily by the sociologist Harvey Sacks
and his colleagues Emanuel Schegloff and Gail Jefferson (Schegloff, 1992). Conversation
analysis is a widely used method in sociology, linguistics, anthropology, psychology, and
communication studies.

Conversation Analysis enables value-added analyses of speech acts known to
members’ metapragmatic consciousness” as shown in CA studies of advice resistance
(Waring, 2005), agreement and disagreements (Mori, 1999; Pomerantz, 1984), apologies
(Robinson, 2004), complaints (Dersley & Wootton, 2000), compliments and compliments
responses (Golato, 2005; Pomerantz, 1978), invitation-refusal sequences (Szatrowski

2004), questions (Heritage & Roth, 1995; Koshik, 2005; Schegloff 1980), and requests
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(Kasper, 2004; Taleghani-Nikazm, 2006). Cooren (2003) also shows how these two

approaches to language and social interaction could actually benefit from each other.

Summary of Literature Review in Relation to Research Questions
This scope of research for this study included 3 key focus areas:
1. Collective Knowledge Creation,
2. Communication Aspect of Knowledge Creation, and
3. Speech Act Theory.
A thorough literature review and analysis was conducted in an effort to seek answers for
stated research questions:
1. What are the characteristics of communicative actions in meetings that attempt
novel knowledge creation?
2. How does collective knowledge creation, as defined by Schwandt (1995), occur in

organizational conversations (e.g. problem solving meetings)?

Since both research questions were based on collective knowledge creation, the
first step was to review the literature in this area. Next, the two mainstream traditions -
one that considers knowledge asacommodity and the other treats knowledge as socially
constructed phenomenon - were outlined and specific attention was given to Schwandt’s
Collective Learning System Model (2009). Both research questions aimed to investigate
discursive process of knowledge creation. In order to understand the communication
aspect of knowledge creation, James Taylor’s Text and Conversation Theory was
reviewed. In contrast to other communication theories, which consider communication as

transmission that occurs in or within organization, Taylor and his colleagues advocate
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that organization emerges in communication (Taylor, Van Every, 2000). Lastly, the
Speech Act Theory was reviewed in order to understand what communication is doing,

what are the characteristics of interactions, and how does collective knowledge creation

occur in organizational conversations,
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Chapter 3 — Methodology

This study has examined the interactions during four two-hour long problem-
solving teleconference meetings within a national accreditation and conformity

assessment organization that will enact a context for novel knowledge creation.

Each meeting lasted approximately two hours. The meetings were held via
conference calls atthe American National Standards Institute (ANSI), a national
conformity assessment and accreditation organization. Each meeting convened a group
of assessors of ANSI’s Certificate Accreditation Program (ANSI-CAP). Assessors are
contracted individuals and their main task is to do assessments of the applicant

organizations.

Site Selection

In order to properly address the research questions, talk-in-interactions in real
time meetings with the purpose of creating new knowledge are essential for this study.
Therefore to access and record such meetings while new knowledge is being actually
created would give the opportunity to identify speech acts that emerge during the
problem solving meetings, and explore how information is turned into knowledge by

valuing process utilized by the collective in problem solving meetings.

Context of the Case and Site

The site used for data collection in this study was the American National
Standards Institute (ANSI). ANSI offers a number of accreditation programs that have

been known in their corresponding markets . Due to the regulatory requirements and its
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quality recognition, ANSI’s accreditation programs including ANSI-CAP, have already
established a reputation in the U.S. market as well as abroad. Assessors who support
accreditation programs at ANSI were chosen to participate in the meetings for the
purposes of this study, because they are the ones who are actually conducting the
accreditation assessment, and mostly importantly are interacting with client on daily
basis. A total of four meetings were held. Out of total 15 ANSI assessors only 10
assessors attended at least one meeting, and several assessors attended more than one

meeting. On average, five assessors attended each meeting.

Design

Given the exploratory nature of the research questions, the qualitative single case
study design has been chosen for this study. Several features identify this study as a case
study: The “case” for this study is examination of macro patterns within each of the three
distinct American Nationals Standards Institute’s (ANSI) stakeholder groups: assessors,
accreditation committee, clients and their process of creating collective knowledge. This
case is a “bounded system”, bounded by time (three meetings within one month period),
and place (ANSI). Extensive multiple sources of information in data collection will be
used to provide the detailed in-depth picture of the collective knowledge creation process
of ANSI’s three stakeholders groups.

Merriam’s (1988) assumptions of qualitative research apply to this study. These
include: 1) an interest in process as opposed to outcomes/products; 2) a focus on meaning
in terms of how people make sense of their environment; 3) the use of the researcher him-

or herself as the primary research instrument, and 4) working in a field of naturally
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occurring interaction. Merriam (1988) discusses that qualitative researchis also
descriptive in nature and inductive, in the sense that the researcher works from details to
abstractions.
Creswell (1998) defined a case study as “an exploration of a ‘bounded system’ or
a case (or multiple cases) over time through detailed, in-depth data collection involving
multiple sources of information rich in context” (p. 61). The case study design is
appropriate here for a number of reasons. As Creswell noted, “case study research holds
along, distinguished history across many disciplines” (p. 62), so an established tradition
and texts are available to show how to carry out good case study research. Yin’s (1994)
argument of the nature of case studies is particularly relevant to this design choice:
“A case study is an empirical inquiry that investigates a contemporary
phenomenon within its real-life context, especially when the boundaries between
phenomenon and context are not clearly evident ... The case study inquiry copes
with the technically distinctive situation in which there will be many more
variables of interest than data points...relies on multiple sources of evidence, with
data needing to converge in a triangulating fashion...and benefits from the prior
development of theoretical propositions to guide data collection and analysis™ (p.
13).
Although the research questions of this study are mainly focused on talk-in-
interaction in organizational conversations (e.g. problem solving meetings) that
attempts knowledge creation, case study structure (Guba, 1985) - the problem, the
context, the issues, will provide an in-depth perspective that Conversation

Analysis alone lacks.
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Data Collection and Analysis

This study has used three methods of data collection following “sources of
evidence” (Yin, 2003, p. 85) to include: (1) direct observation of talk-in-interactions in
problem solving meetings, (2) audio recording of the problem solving meetings and
conversational analysis of meeting transcripts, and (3) interviews with meeting
participants.

(1) Direct observation of talk-in-interactions in problem solving meetings:

I engaged in observation of the group interactions as an “observer” (as opposed to a
participant) in the tradition of Goffman (1981). Adler and Adler (1994) described non-
participant observation as follows: “simple observers follow the flow of events.
Behavior and interaction continue as they would without the presence of a researcher,
uninterrupted by intrusion” (p. 378). While this may be the ideal situation, in reality the
very act of observation influences the observed (Flick, 1998). Since | am also part of the
organization hosting the meetings, to minimize the influence of my presence on the
“valuing process” of new knowledge creation, | hold a role of a direct observer only. My
observations will help to identify distinct cultural differences that may affect the talk-in-

interactions between three meeting groups.

(2) Audio Recording of Problem Solving Meetings and Conversation Analysis
Conversation Analysis will be used as a research method in this study because it is
particularly useful for getting to the depth of data required to address the research

questions.
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The Conversation Analysis has played a central role in this study in identifying
the “speech acts” in particular (Cooren, 2003), which enable new knowledge creation.
Given that analyzing talk-in-interactions has require more effort in the data collection
phase of the study, it deserves more attention here.

Conversation Analysis methodology was developed in the 1960s in the sociology
department at the University of California at Berkeley. From the group of scholars
gathered —Herbert Blummer, Erving Goffman, Harvey Sacks, Emanuel Schegloff, and
David Sudnow—conversation analysis emerged as a distinctive approach to qualitative
research in sociology. The aim was to achieve what Psathas (1995) described as

“a social science of social actions, a science based on actual empirical

occurrences of interaction between and among persons in everyday social

situations. Such a science would have a rigorous method, one that could be taught
to others, and, because it would be based on collected empirical instances on

interactional phenomena, could provide for replicable results” (p. 1).

One of the distinctive features of Conversation Analysis is that “talk-in-interaction” can
be treated as an object of analysis, rather than simply as a window through which we can
view other social processes or broader sociological variables. However, there is an
‘applied’ branch in conversation analysis field which focuses on demonstrating the key
role of talk in broader institutional processes (Hutchby & Wooffitt, 1998, p. 21).

This study has taken more of an applied approach. While acknowledging the legitimacy
of “pure” conversation analysis studies, | focused on reviewing some applied studies for

this study.
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Four conference call meetings were audio taped by using Transana, open source

software developed by University of Wisconsin at Madison, to support the transcription

process and sortable storing of transcribed audio clips.

(3) Interviews with meeting participants:

Interview questions were shared with participants to focus on the specific work contexts

(Creswell, 2003). The following interview questions were used and focused on what

participants heard and discussed in the problem solving meetings:

1.

2.

How do you describe your experience during the meeting?

Do you think the group you were part of has created a unique new collective
knowledge regarding the value of ANSI accreditation?

What do you think what factors were enabled or prevented to create a new
collective knowledge during the meeting regarding the value of ANSI
accreditation?

What interaction types between group members do you think were particularly
helpful or obstructive to create a new collective knowledge regarding the value of
ANSI accreditation?

How did you do express yourself?

What particular act of participants do you think have added (more) value to
conversation?

What particular act(s) of any of the participants that you were interacted with

made you think a new thought, or express a new opinion?
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8. What particular act(s) of any of the participants that you were interacted with

prevented you to express a new opinion?

These in-depth interviews are aimed to understand participants’ perspectives on
the valuing information and new knowledge creation process. The interviews served
several functions for the study. First, they provided qualitative data to add richness to
understanding the phenomena of collective knowledge creation under study. Second, they
served to verify terms and uncover some of the cultural rules and assumptions within an
organization during problem-solving meetings. Finally, interviews were used as member
checks (Guba & Lincoln, 1981). These checks served to (a) ascertain congruency or
variation in perception; (b) add richness in description; and (c) increase the study’s
credibility and transferability by reducing dependency on sole-source data.

Conversation analysis methodology and subsequent analysis resulting from this
study have provide the most insights into value adding process in collective knowledge

creating and has generated useful data for future studies in this field.

Validity and Trustworthiness

Creswell (2002) defined eight primary strategies for validity. Among those, triangulation,
members-checking, thick description, clarification of researcher’s bias, spending
prolonged time in the field, and peer debriefing will be used.

This study has triangulated different sources of data by using transcriptions from the
meetings, interviews with meeting participants, and observations of the meeting. Member
checking was conducted with the participant to determine the accuracy of the findings

from meeting transcriptions and observations. Thick descriptions were provided to
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explain not just the talk-in-interactions of meeting participants, but its context as well,
such that the talk-in-interactions have become meaningful to readers of this study. Given
that I am the researcher and am part of the organization from where the data for this study
have been gathered, | have clarified and documented any biases that | may have towards
any of the subject groups of this study. | have been at least three years at the data
collection site. Therefore | have provided detailed information regarding the site and the
groups. Lastly, I used help from a colleague of mine who has a doctorate from GWU and

works as a program manager at ANSI to review and ask questions about this study.

Coding
Audio tape transcriptions of all four conference call meetings were used for coding.

Five codes based on Searle’s (1975) classification of illocutionary speech acts were

identified:

e Assertives :speechacts that commit a speaker to the truth of the expressed
proposition,

» Directives:speech acts that are to cause the hearer to take a particular action,

o Commissives:speech acts that commit a speaker to some future action

o Expressives:speechacts that express the speaker's attitudes and emotions
towards the proposition,

o Declarations: speech acts that change the reality in accord with the proposition of

the declaration,

When classifying speech acts in meeting transcriptions, the usual practice is to identify

specific verbs that fall under each speech act classification. This particular method was

48



not chosen in this study. The main reason for that is that speech acts that are based only

on verbs could not provide the adequate context during the interactions. Instead, “macro

speech acts” were used (van Eemeren, Grootendorst, 1984; Dijk, 1977, Cooren, 2000). In

macro speech act classification, sentence, even more than one, is the basis of speech act.

“Macro speech act structures are further required in order to make explicit the semantic

relations between a discourse and its (possible) summaries.” (Dijk,

1977, p.100).
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Conceptual

Research Sources of Framework Analysis : :
Questions Data Variables Process Al CLESLons
Assessed
and ANSI accreditation?

Declarations)

4. What interaction types
between group members
do you think were
particularly helpful or
obstructive to create a
new collective knowledge
regarding the value of
ANSI accreditation?

Table 3: Data Analysis Summary
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Chapter 4 — Data Analysis

Context, Players and Roles

Analysis of data used in this study is very context oriented. This section details
the context of the study, players and their associated roles respectively. The data
collection site, the American National Standards Institute (ANSI) is a private non-profit
organization whose mission is to enhance U.S. global competitiveness and the American
quality of life by promoting, facilitating, and safeguarding the integrity of the voluntary
standardization and conformity assessment system. Its membership is comprised of
businesses, professional societies and trade associations, standards developers,
government agencies, and consumer and labor organizations. The Institute represents the
diverse interests of more than 125,000 companies and organizations and 3.5 million
professionals worldwide. ANSI is the official U.S. representative to the International
Organization for Standardization (ISO) and, via the U.S. National Committee, the
International Electrotechnical Commission (IEC), and is a U.S. representative to the
International Accreditation Forum (IAF).

ANSI business focus is on:

1. Promoting and facilitating voluntary consensus standards, and

2. Accrediting programs that assess conformance to standards. Accreditation

assesses the competence of bodies to determine compliance with standards. It

also helps to promote best industry practices, reduces the need for government

! www.ansi.org
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agencies to individually monitor conformity assessment organizations, and
strengthens consumer confidence in products and services.

As shown on Figure 7, ANSI’s portfolio of accreditation services includes
programs for product certification bodies, personnel certification bodies, education and
training certificate-issuing bodies, greenhouse gas validation and verification bodies, and
standards developers. The ANSI-ASQ National Accreditation Board accredits
management systems certification bodies under the ANAB brand and accredits testing
and calibration laboratories, reference material producers, and inspection bodies under

the ACLASS brand.
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Figure 7: ANSI Accreditation Services Portfolio

In 2009, ANSI launched a Certificate Accreditation Program (ANSI-CAP) to
accredit organizations that issue a wide variety of education and training certificates. Two
main objectives for establishing ANSI-CAP include:

1. Distinguish certificate programs from certification programs. Certification

programs is test best qualification verification to perform specific skills or
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job, while certificate programs are training programs with an assessment at
the end of learning event.

2. Distinguish quality education and training programs with defined measurable
learning objectives from the rest of the certificate offerings in the market.
Certificate programs are being evaluated for potential accreditation against
the standard ANSI/ASTM E2659-09, Standard Practice for Certificate
Programs. This process includes using specially trained assessors to review
documents submitted by applicants against defined requirements, conduct on-
site assessments of all applicants, and make recommendations to the ANSI-
CAP Accreditation Committee (CAPAC), responsible for making the

accreditation decisions (Figure 8).

Certificate Accreditation Program
Accreditation Committee {CAPAC)

Figure 8: ANSI Accreditation Process Players

One main distinction between ANSI-CAP and other accreditation programs offered by

ANSI is that all other accreditation programs have been known in their corresponding
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markets and there were no specific needs to explain the value of accreditation for these
programs. Due to the regulatory requirements and its quality recognition, ANSI’s
accreditation programs including ANSI-CAP, have already established a reputation in the
U.S. market as well as abroad. ANSI, as an organization, assumes that there is a general
knowledge of value that “being accredited” in the market brings about - the need for
accreditation is already out there, and the only thing what ANSI has to do is the offer the
service. That has been the practice for ANSI’s accreditation programs in multiple service
areas such as product, personnel certification, management systems, greenhouse gas, and
inspection laboratories. Explaining the accreditation value and even marketing
accreditation programs were not part of the everyday practices. It was with ANSI-CAP
program that ANSI faced questions such as “what is the value of ANSI accreditation?”
ANSI name, and its accreditation for certificate programs, were not, and in some respect
still are not, known to the training and education organizations. Therefore, since its
incubation, ANSI-CAP made effort to explain the value of certificate accreditation to
education and training industry. For training and education organizations and certificate
issuers, accrediting certificate programs are associated with higher education
accreditation, and accrediting non-degree certificate programs were foreign concepts.
Although, on many occasions, entities involved with the accreditation process, ANSI
staff, and committee members who make the final decisions, and the assessors who are
conducting the assessment activities, discussed such exploration and determination of the
value of ANSI’s certificate accreditation process, no particular group meetings were held
to discuss this problem area. Initially, it was planned to have all relevant stakeholders of

ANSI accreditation program, ANSI staff, the committee members, the clients, and the

o4



assessors, participate in these meetings. Client groups were excluded because they
would not openly state their opinions in order to avoid any conflict with their
accreditation status. Committee members are comprised mostly of senior officials from
either government agencies or corporations. They would hesitate to declare opinion.
Assessors are best suited to participate in these types of meetings, because they are the
ones who are actually conducting the accreditation assessment, and mostly importantly
are interacting with client on daily basis. They also know conditions of the training and
education industry. Initially, these meetings were considered as official ANSI meetings,
which require attendance. GWU'’s institutional review board (IRB) objected that, and
insisted that meeting participants should be able have a choice to decline without any
negative professional impact. Therefore, meetings were announced as voluntary. This
greatly impacted the number of participants who attended the meetings. A total of four
meetings were held. Out of total 15 ANSI assessors only 10 assessors attended at least
one meeting, and several assessors attended more than one meeting. On average, five
assessors attended each meeting.

All four meetings were conducted via conference calls. ANSI as an organization
uses conference calls frequently in meetings with assessors due to their different
geographic locations. Therefore using conference call for this study fit the usual practice
of the organization.

Meetings were held consecutively on January 14, 15, 16, and 17, 2013. Each
meeting lasted between 90 minutes to 120 minutes.

The conference call meetings were controlled by a moderator. Moderator’s main task was

to unsure all discussions were directed towards the identified problem. The problem was
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stated as a question “what is the value of ANSI-CAP accreditation in the market place?”

The expected outcome of these meetings was to find a collective answer to this problem.

Analysis of Speech Acts

The transcripts obtained from the four problem solving meetings were coded
according to John Searle’s lllocutionary Speech Acts (Assertives, Directives,
Commissives, Expressives, and Declaratives). Although the main topic of every meeting
remained the same (e.g. the objective was to answer the question “what is the value of
ANSI accreditation?”), the interactions observed during meetings are very different.
Hence each meeting has distinct dynamics of collective knowledge creation process.

Once the specific context of each meeting is explained, then the specific speech
situations (excerpts from the meeting transcriptions) where novel knowledge creation
occurs are examined. These situations, which are formed by macro speech acts, often
contain more than one sentence, were examined in the context of Schwandt’s Collective
Learning System Model (2009).

Speech acts are analyzed on two levels:

1. lllocutionary act: the performance of an act in saying something (vs. the
general act of saying something). The illocutionary force is the speaker's
intent.

2. A perlocutionary actis a speech act that produces an effect, intended or not,
achieved in an addressee by a speaker’s utterance.

As shown in Table 4 below, Francis Cooren outlines “the components of the five
illocutionary force” based on Vanderveken’s (1990) analysis of the notion of

illocutionary force (2000, p.29).
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Primitive Point Propositional Preparatory Sincerity

Illocutionary content condition condition

Force condition

Assertive Consist in Neutral The speaker has | The speaker
representing as reasons or believes the
actual a state of evidence for the | propositional
affairs truth of the content.

propositional
content.

Commissive Consist in The propositional | The speaker is The speaker
committing the content must be | capable of intends to carry
speakertoa represent a carrying out the | out the action
future course of | future course of | action
action action of the

speaker

Directive Consistin The propositional | The hearer is The speaker
making an content must be | capable of desires or wants
attempt to get represent a carrying out the | the hearerto
the hearertodo | future course of | action carry out the
something action ofthe action

hearer

Declaration Consistin The propositional | The speaker is The speaker
performing an content must be | capable of believes, intends
action which represent a carrying out this | and desires to
brings into present course of | action in his carry out this
existence a state | action of the utterance action
of affairs by speaker
representing
oneselfas
performing that
action

Expressive Consists of Neutral Neutral Neutral
expressing
propositional
attitudes of the
speaker about a
state of affairs

Table 4: “The Components of the Five lllocutionary Force” (Cooren, 2000, p. 29)

The Ideal Conditions of Directives and Conditions of Satisfaction

Cooren (2000) identified the conditions of success of for the directive speech acts

based on Vanderveken’s (1990) analysis:

1. lllocutionary point: “consist in making an attempt to get the hearer to do

something (1990, p.105)

2. Propositional content condition: “the propositional content must be

represent a future course of action of the hearer” (1990, p.126)
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3. Preparatory condition: “the hearer is capable of carrying out that action”
(1990, p.126)

4. Sincerity condition: “The speaker desires or wants the hearer to carry it
out” (1990, p.126)

Cooren (2000), also identifies a perlucutionary step for directives; “conditions of
satisfaction: action which complies with the directive” (p.142). Similarly Bach and
Harnish (1979) state that an “illocutionary act is communicatively successful if the
speaker’s illocutionary intention is recognized by the hearer” (p.15) and “illocutionary
acts are all intentional and are generally performed with the primary intention of
achieving some perlocutionary effect” (p.17).

Criteria for Collective Knowledge Creation

The basic criteria to examine collective knowledge creation process are based on

the two media of interchange, Knowledge and Adaptive Sensemaking Tensions of the

Collective Learning System Model (Figure 9).
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Figure 9: Schwandt’s Collective Learning System Model (2009)
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e First Criterion - Knowledge: Knowledge, as valued information, emerges
as result of reflection on information at three different levels of
perspective: the content level, the process level and the introspection level
(Schwandt, 2009). Ackoff sees knowledge as the value of information
that we collectively agree (1989).

e Second Criterion — Adaptive Sensemaking Tensions: As a result of
Interactions of Meaning Making and Remembering subsystems, the
adaptive sensemaking tensions are required to maintain the motivational
energy for collective learning systems. Here, the following properties of
sensemaking, as explained by Weick (1995), will be used:

Grounded in identity construction;

Retrospective;

Enactive of sensible environments;

Social;

Ongoing;

Focused on and by extracted cues;
Driven by plausibility rather than accuracy.

NookrowdpE

Although there are seven properties of sensemaking, specific properties of
enactive of sensible environments, social, and ongoing were not be examined for the
purposes of this analysis. Due to nature of the problem solving meeting, it is assumed that
these properties already exist in interactions during these meetings. More specifically; in
all four meetings, participants continuously enacted the social environment and
marketplace that ANSI-CAP targeted. All participants actively interacted with each other
during meetings. Since all participants were already part of the organization and faced the

problem topic, “What is the value ANSI-CAP accreditation in the market place?”, it was
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assumed that the ongoing property of sensemaking was present before, during and after

the meetings.

Meetings

The following sub-sections detail analysis of interactions that occurred during the four
problem solving meetings.

Meeting # 1

Interpretation of Context

This was the first meeting of the four consecutive problem solving meetings. At
the beginning of the meeting, the moderator explained the goal and objectives of the
meeting, which were to find answer to the question “What is the value of ANSI
accreditation?” There were long periods of silence after moderator asked for participants’
opinion. Most participants were not engaged in discussion and there was very little
interaction between and among participants. When asked to provide their opinion, some
offered response in a format of a long monologue. According to the responses they
provided during individual interviews, the main reason for them not engaging during the
first meeting was that they were not sure what other participants thought about the topic
and they wanted to “test the waters” and “play it safe” by not engaging directly with
others. Almost exclusively, participants just provided their opinion regarding the value of
ANSI accreditation but they were not taking turns, or responding to each other’s
comments. The knowledge type that was created in this meeting was mainly at the
content level, which is primarily based on participants’ own individual substance,

(knowledge what). Participants mainly provided their own perspective on what they
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thought the value of ANSI accreditation was, but did not explore the components of the
value of accreditation process or how such value emerges. Dominant speech acts were
Assertives, speech acts that commit a speaker to the truth of the expressed proposition.

Color Codes for Speech Act Classification:

Assertives (red):

speech acts that commit a speaker to the truth of the expressed proposition
Directives (purple):

speech acts that are to cause the hearer to take a particular action
Commissives (blue):

speech acts that commit a speaker to some future action

Expressives (green):
speech acts that express on the speaker's attitudes and emotions towards the proposition

speech acts that change the reality in accord with the proposition of the declaration

Single dotted line below is used to show too long speeches:

Situation 1.1

TOM: My name is Tom and I will be the moderator for this meeting. |

will explain some background of this meeting.

As you know, this ANSI-CAP accreditation program is in the—

almost fourth year. And one main question always comes up in

every occasion that we get together, either with client or its or

community members or whomever interested, the first thing

that pop up in their mind is what is the value of this ANSI

Accreditation in terms of what is the market value and how

this accreditation will add value to their programs as

organization.
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What is the value of ANSI accreditation in your opinion?

DAN: Well, I'll go ahead and start. This is Dan. I think from my
experience there are two values or two different kinds of ANSI
clients. There are those like the food handler programs; that
must get our accreditation in order to offer their program. So
because it's mandatory, the value to them is literally whether
they are in this business or not. In that sense, it's pretty

obvious.

The other category are those who are doing it voluntarily. And
for them I think there are two things that I've seen. One is the
perceived market value, that is that they can go advertise to
their clients and their future attendees that the program has
been accredited, therefore give them some marketing

advantage as opposed to others.

And then I guess the other piece that we've heard is there’s—
they appreciate having an objective third party come in and
look at their program so it improves the quality and the
integrity of the training itself. So they are producing a superior
quality product and it has superior marketability because of

ANSI accreditation. So that’s what I would say.

In this first situation, the moderator, Tom, provided a very detailed background
information (assertive) about the purpose of the meeting .He also asked for (directive

speech act), participants’ opinion. Dan responded and provided his opinion. His reflection
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is mainly at the content level. The two sensemaking properties in his response are the

retrospection and extracted cues. His is using “legislative mandate

77

, “marketing

advantage”, and “quality” as extracted cues. His explanation is fact based.

Exist?

Have illocutionary
speech acts achieved
perlocutionary effect?

Knowledge (as collectively valued

information)

Content
level

Adaptive
Sensemaking
Tensions

Grounded in identity
construction

No

Retrospective

Yes

Focused on and by
extracted cues

Yes

Driven by plausibility
rather than accuracy

No

Yes.

The hearers
(participants)
recognized the
speaker’s
illocutionary
intention. Actions
(valuing information
collectively) complied
with the Moderator’s
directive speech acts.
[llocutionary speech
acts were
communicatively
successful and
achieved
perlocutionary effect.

Situation 1.2

This is Ed and | would agree with what Dan is saying. | think the most salient idea of

accreditation is that it is really an assurance that the programs are

meeting a threshold, some expectation of quality, and in addition to

that, not that they currently meet the quality, but also that they will

continue to have processes that improve those programs over time.

| think that’s the most clear thing of really any accreditation

program that should be doing that sort, not particularly unique to

the CAP program.
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But much of the—I think the benefit of the CAP program that’s
clearest is the stuff that's not unique to it. It’s true about really any
accreditation process. It gives assurance to a student that they are

going to be delivered a high quality program, for example.

So those are the things that seem the clearest to me. The last
thing [ would say is that because of their credential we've seen
with the CAP program, that there are some expectations on
some industries that if they don’t get accreditation, they won’t
get funding or they won'’t get access to money or they won't get
access to be able to practice like Don illustrated with the food
handlers program in California; you can’t even practice without
it. But in some cases you can practice you just—either going to
be an uphill battle or you won't get any federal money or that
kind of thing, so .. And for some industries, it's important that
they get accreditation’s to mark their quality to enable them to

apply for money.

Right after Dan, Ed provides his response. The characteristics of Ed’s response are

very similar to Dan’s, and the reflection is at the content level. The sensemaking
properties of Ed’s speech are also mainly retrospective and focused on and by extracted
cues. He is exclusively providing his fact based observations and opinions. His response
does not have much plausibility and identity construction properties. “Quality assurance”,
“employability”, and “industry needs” are the extracted cues he is using to state his

opinion.
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Exist? Have illocutionary
speech acts achieved
perlocutionary effect?

Knowledge (as collectively valued Content Yes.

information) level The hearers

Adaptive Grounded in identity No (participants)

Sensemaking construction recognized the

Tensions Retrospective Yes speaker’s
Focused on and by Yes illocutionary
extracted cues intention. Actions
Driven by plausibility | No (valuing information
rather than accuracy collectively) complied

with the Moderator’s
directive speech acts.
[llocutionary speech
acts were
communicatively
successful and
achieved
perlocutionary effect

Result of Meeting #1

As a result of the interactions of the first meeting, participants acknowledged the
value ANSI’s Certificate Accreditation Program. Although there were no intense
deliberations, participants declared their individual opinions and they all agreed there is a
value for ANSI-CAP accreditation. This was not surprising since all participants are the
ANSI-CAP assessors. Also, because this was the first meeting, they were not eager to
engage in any debates with each other, but rather preferred to listen and observe what
others were disclosing.

Meeting # 2

Interpretation of Context

The second meeting was very engaging. Participants were taking turns and

reflecting on each other’s statements. They were comfortable with each other and less
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formal. In this second meeting there were discussions regarding what constitutes the
value of accreditation process, and what kind of market and industry conditions would
demand ANSI accreditation. Throughout the discussions, participants were valuing
information on the process level (knowledge how), not only at the substance level.
Besides providing their own opinion, they were also reflecting on each other’s opinions
and were adding value. They explored the idea of competitive advantage of being
accredited by ANSI and certain market drivers of the organizations that would make
them seek ANSI accreditation. Participants also acknowledged that the value of ANSI
accreditation should be defined by market not by ANSI. ANSI, as an organization, should
explore client market and industry conditions to identify such value of ANSI
accreditation. Indeed, they have agreed that there is no single value of ANSI accreditation
but there are multiple values, depending on sector, industry, size and lifecycle of the
organizations. Therefore, the first step would be to identify and explore multiple market
drivers; and then defined the value of ANSI accreditation based on industry and type of
organization. This finding even changed the purpose and nature of these problem solving
meetings, because the initial goal of these meetings was to seek the answer to the main
question, “What is the value of ANSI accreditation?”” Now, in this meeting, it was also
determined that such value cannot be identified solely by the people from ANSI, but
should be defined by industry. It would not be wrong to say that such conclusion would

fit the introspection, reflecting on underlying premises (knowledge why).

Situation 2.1

TOM: So first, I would like to hear some individual opinions and then
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KEN:

based on these opinions, I will like us to respond to each other
and also if you are not agreeing with anyone's response, please
express your opinion and also towards at the end, maybe the
last 25 minutes, [ will take that opportunity to make a
conclusion, not maybe everybody will agree with on the
conclusion, but at least pick some of the areas that are here and
ask you what you think about that and if you're agreeing or if

you add to that or if you hold your initial position.

So now, anyone can join the start first, but for you, what is it
that there is a value or if even there is a value for the ANSI

accreditation?

Can I throw something in there just before we get rolling?
Market versus intrinsic is two different things to me; you know
what [ mean? A market means ['m going to make more money
because I this assessments and intrinsic means ['m going to do

a better job at it because I'm doing the assessment.

In this situation, to the contrary to the previous two, the moderator, Tom, is

setting an explanatory tone in his directive. There is a much stronger sincerity condition

than in the first two situations. Ken is suddenly taking the turn to make his statement. It’s

not certain whether or not Ken’s sudden turn taking is related to Tom’s explanatory tone.

Ken’s reflection is at the process level. He differentiates market value and intrinsic value

by their purpose. The properties of his sensemaking process associated with plausibility

since his explanation is associated with extracted cues, market value equals more money

and intrinsic equals a pride, doing better job.
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Exist? Have illocutionary
speech acts achieved
perlocutionary effect?

Knowledge (as collectively valued Process Yes.
information) level The hearers
Adaptive Grounded in identity No (participants)
Sensemaking construction recognized the
Tensions Retrospective No speaker’s
Focused on and by Yes illocutionary
extracted cues intention. Actions
Driven by plausibility | Yes (valuing information
rather than accuracy collectively) complied
with the Moderator’s
directive speech acts.
[llocutionary speech
acts were
communicatively
successful and
achieved
perlocutionary effect
Situation 2.2
TOM: So you don't distinguish the market value and the value of ANSI
accreditation in a sense?
KEN: Well, | think the market really has to do with how much more

money my boss wants to make off of my assessments and he needs

to say, "Well, that assessment was worth, or that accreditation was

worth, so many dollars to make it worth his while."

"Well, I did these steps.” Somebody was talking about financial

making sure that the finances were right. Well, I know that my

program is good because it's properly funded unlike my boss

who might think, "Well, did you make more money for me this

year because of this accreditation?"
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TOM:

LOU:

This is an interesting point because when we are talking about
potential clients they always ask us; what is the value of this
accreditation and in the beginning, we were kind of the surprised
with the question, "What do you mean? You don't know what is

the accreditation value?"

So when we are talking about accreditation value, you're
always kind of forced even to talk about the market value and
give them a kind of a dollar sign. And sometimes ['ve been
asked when they are interested in accreditation, some
organization were asking me how much money I can make out
of this accreditation or how much more students, even
percentage, I can get with this accreditation and of course,
that's almost impossible to predict before even they apply, but
now that Ken said maybe the market value is not the total
value or total value is not equivalent something to market

value. That's an interesting point.

Hey Tom, this is Lou and I think to build on Ken's point and I
had a unique perspective of being both a client and an assessor
if I'm going to put it from the assessor's hat, but [ think at the
outset that intrinsic market value as seen from the outside
market, in other words, how can I make money off of this, is the
first perspective that most of these clients look at, but I'm
seeing that as time progresses and there you see the different
value statement is that they find that it brings a level of
discipline to their organizations in terms of course

development, course delivery and really in many cases overall
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LEE:

management.

I had the pleasure of seeing some of these programs progress
over three years and the changes at the end of the three years
in terms of what we see as deliverable is pretty dramatic and
it's interesting to Ken's point about management
understanding the value which is so true is that even
management in some cases [ think begin to see the internal
value of the accreditation in terms of what it brings internally
to the organization and sometimes the point where there's less

focus on the external value component.

I would think that that's very—that's an interesting insight and
then—this is Lee. | think that every organization, [ think, that
we've worked with has stated that we realize all of what you're
asking us is for us to be better and better at what we do in all of
the questions you're asking us make us think that we need this
thing. Even though we aren't consulting with them, all of our
questions help guide them to see that a sound program will
have these things and a lot of it does lead to what Lou was
saying that it leads to the management of this whole program
and how they can manage better, but I also know that even
after one on-site and looking at everything, they've always
said, "Oh, these are really good points. We can't wait to put
these into place and we know we need them." So there's that

value that I think most clients didn't expect to get.

JOAN: This is Joan. I think resulting from that those extra levels of quality and
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KEN:

discipline and management contribute to a level of—I don't
want to use the word security—of more comfort in knowing
that what you're delivering is higher quality and less likely to
be challenged.

This is Ken speaking again. | had the opportunity to work for a
contractor who works for a government entity and one of the
things that they—I don't think—I'm just being fair here, [ don't
think that the government entity really cared what was in the
assessment. They just wanted to have a piece of paper that said
that we did all these things like an independent auditor and
when it got down to the manager level, the guy that was
looking at his organization and his program, he cared about the
individual pieces and I think once the light came on in his head,

it became much more valuable to him.

In this situation, Tom’s directive speechacts initiate adaptive tensions. While Ken

is still trying to make his case, he is using identity construction property of sensemaking

by referring his profession and experience. Lou’s response also starts with an identity

construction, referring to his position being both an assessor and a client. Providing his

lessons learned from these positions has retrospective characteristics. Joan’s and Ken’s

turn taking also shows higher degree of adaptive sensemaking tension. Although their

reflections are still ongoing and far from conclusion, there is a certain degree of reflection

regarding procedural issues on what constitutes the value accreditation.

Exist? Have illocutionary
speech acts achieved
perlocutionary effect?

Knowledge (as collectively valued Process Yes.

information)

level The hearers
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Adaptive Grounded in identity Yes (participants)
Sensemaking construction recognized the
Tensions Retrospective Yes speaker’s
Focused on and by No illocutionary
extracted cues intention. Actions
Driven by plausibility Yes (valuing information
rather than accuracy COllECtiVGly) complied
with the Moderator’s
directive speech acts.
[llocutionary speech
acts were
communicatively
successful and
achieved
perlocutionary effect
Situation 2.3
TOM: And also, I believe what I'm hearing now like an organization

can apply to accreditation for many reasons and depending
where they stand and in what industry they are operating and
what are the drivers or reasons they think, not we think, but
they think they will achieve the ANSI accreditation then it
depends that their value becomes more definite, more tangible

[ believe.

So is that kind of a true statement or maybe the value—
excuse me, maybe when we talk about the ANSI accreditation
value, maybe we should talk about the values because it's not
just one value but there are different aspects of the different
values each organization sees in the accreditation so one value

is not the same driver or same motivation for the other
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LOU:

organization. What do you all think on that?

This is Lou. Tom, [ fully agree with you. It is going to different
by group. If you don't mind, I'm going to put my client hat on. I
mean, our initial assessment, our initial accreditation under
the Conference for Food Protection, we have because it's the
only way of doing business and so there is a clear business
revenue driver behind that, but then taking it a step further,
the one we didn't need was the ISO 7024 but we went ahead
and did that anyway because what we found is the structure
that it placed on the business was so valuable to us, the
systems, the processes, put the management system together
and we approached this holistically so it wasn't just a
programmatic management decision but rather a company-
wide management decision to spread all of these disciplines

around.

So I agree. I don't know that every other organization
necessarily sees it that way but at the--and of course, there's
always a monetary value associated with it because at the end
of the day, if we can't sustain it, then it has no other value, but
the fact that you can financially sustain it and we were going to
push into it from a monetary standpoint at the outset and all
the other values that we determined over time or discovered
over time drew from different disciplines but still were people

important

So the net—what I'm saying is | agree with you. | think there are different kinds of

values, differ measurable values but | do think it's going to differ
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dramatically.to us along the way.

In this situation, after a period of reflective interactions, Tom channels the
discussions into one direction and seeks reaction to whether or not this new level of
understanding might be true. Tom’s assertive and subsequent directive finds a counterpart
to Lou’s interaction. This particular excerpt shows signs of content, process, and
introspection level of reflection. Both Tom’s and Lou’ sensemaking process has
properties of focusing on extracted cues, retrospection, and plausibility. Additionally,

Tom’s reflection is grounded in identity construction.

Exist? Have illocutionary
speech acts achieved
perlocutionary
effect?

Knowledge (as collectively valued Content level, | Yes.
information) Process level, | The hearers
Introspection | (participants)
level recognized the

Adaptive Grounded in identity Yes speaker’s
Sensemaking construction illocutionary
Tensions Retrospective Yes intention. Actions
Focused on and by Yes (valuing information
extracted cues collectively)

Driven by plausibility | Yes complied with the
rather than accuracy Moderator’s directive
speech acts.
[llocutionary speech
acts were
communicatively
successful and
achieved
perlocutionary effect
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Result of Meeting #2

As a result of the interactions during the second meeting, participants more deeply
probed into the components of ANSI-CAP accreditation. Specifically, industry
conditions and certain market drivers of the organizations that would influence them to
seek ANSI accreditation. They explored the idea of competitive advantage associated
with being accredited by ANSI. They acknowledged that the value of ANSI accreditation
should be defined by market not by ANSI or its assessors. This was a breakthrough -
given that the purpose of these meetings was to identify the value of ANSI accreditation,
they were essentially admitting that they might not be the first degree source to have

ultimate answers to the main question, “What is the value of ANSI accreditation?”.

Meeting # 3

Interpretation of Context

The third meeting was similar to the second meeting in term of engaging
discussions and active turn-taking. But the interesting aspect of this meeting is that, it was
very chaotic. Although in the second meeting there was a very clear pathway on what
would constitute the value of ANSI accreditation, participants did not follow that
pathway in interactions during this this meeting. Several participants, especially new
comers, inserted different topics into the discussion so that their interactions were not
solely focused on the main topic. Another reason for this was that the moderator did not
use effective directives to facilitate discussions. Reflections were not channeled to a
certain direction that information can be valued. There also some technical difficulties on

the conference line that occasional sounds interrupted the flow of interactions.
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TOM:

LOU:

KATE:

Situation 3.1

So it means that again, we have to understand and define the
value, not from ANSI perspective, but from the client’s
perspective. And if let’s say client, this XX is valuable for me
that's why 1 look for ANSI accreditation, then we should
understand what is XX. And even if you are not familiar with
that, you have to understand and make it to kind of an answer

for the ANSI accreditation.

So, for example, if the government organization see the value in
ANSI accreditation because of efficiency, but some other
organization apply the ANSI accreditation not because of
efficiency, but some other reason, then that some other reason
becomes automatically the value for ANSI accreditation for that

organization.

And I shared that I believe this morning I had organizations
coming here, especially the California applicants. One company
owner said he doesn't give a damn about the ANSI
accreditation, he’s only applying for the law. For him of course
the value is just because the law says so and not that they see
any quality improvement or quality management value

because of the ANSI accreditation.

I sometimes think you always had to take that California
example out of the mix as a bit of an anomaly because I
question—that’s different—I don’t know. I'm a bit bias I

suppose.

What's the other states would end up doing. Let’s say you got

76



that for them but..

In this situation, moderator, with his assertive speech act heavily mixed with

commisives, is trying to stimulate the participants, but responses observed coming from

Lou and Kate and directed at Tom’s commisives not his directives. Tom’s ineffective

directives do not have any perlocutionary effect. Although sensemaking tensions exist in

this speech situation, especially on identity construction and plausibility, the interaction

does not produce any outcome.

Exist? Have illocutionary
speech acts achieved
perlocutionary effect?

Knowledge (as collectively valued No No.
information) The hearers
Adaptive Grounded in identity Yes (participants) did not
Sensemaking construction recognize the
Tensions Retrospective No speaker’s
Focused on and by Yes illocutionary
extracted cues intention.
Driven by plausibility Yes Participants’ actions

rather than accuracy

(valuing information
collectively) failed to
comply with the
Moderator’s directive
speech acts.
[llocutionary speech
acts were not
communicatively
successful and
achieved no
perlocutionary effect
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Result of Meeting #3

The interactions during the third meeting did not adequately support the goal to
seek answer to the question “what is value of ANSI-CAP accreditation”. Outcome of the
interactions was inadequate and not focused on one area. Although participants were
engaged in the conversation, they were either defending their individual opinions or

discussing not directly related topics.

Meeting # 4

Interpretation of Context

The fourth meeting had a different purpose. Since during the second meeting a
conclusion was reached regarding the process to identify the value of ANSI accreditation,
and during the third meeting interactions were aimed toward the problem topic, in this
fourth meeting the actual product ANSI is offering was examined. ANSI/ASTM E2659 is
the standard that ANSI is using for the conformity assessment of its Certificate
Accreditation Program. The main discussion focused on requirements of the standard that
would specifically add value to clients. Since the standard is due for revision in 2014, it
was thought that discussing specific requirements would be useful. Discussions were
engaging and a collective agreement was reached that no single requirement adds more
value than the other. The standard should be considered as a whole and promoted as such.

Situation 4.1

TOM: Now this is the fourth meeting..

So what do you think, what specific market value will be there

if let's say you're trying to explain to an organization for

78



SAM:

TOM:

SAM:

LEE:

different industries based on the standard requirement, what
specific standard requirement will be more visible or will be
more convincing, the potential applicant or interested parties

about this accreditation program?

Well, this is Sam. I'll just throw out one idea for consideration. I
can see where it's going to be specifically tied to the needs of a
particular segment. One advantage of the standards might be
that a lot of the standards promote transparency in the
training offerings, so for example the standard that requires
the course offers to publish the requisites, make the passing
score known on any outcome assessments that are used,
publish the qualifications of the instructors. It seems like a lot
of the standards have the benefit of making the programs

transparent to their potential customers.

So you stress on the transparency of the process and the that
certificate issuer is transparent on their operations and

activities?

Yes. I'm thinking they might leverage that aspect of the

standards in marketing their courses.

This is Lee. I think that the oversight committee requirement is
a good one of people that are responsible to monitor and
approve and develop that it shows that it's not just two people
in a room creating this program, but that there are industry
partners, there are perhaps even learners who have been
affected by the program giving their input into it as an
oversight and so that to me can be a requirement that's of

value to talk about to others out there.
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TOM:

LEE:

DAN:

So it somewhat immediately shows the connectedness to the
industry and taking the whole best practices to the curriculum
and content and showing that to the potential student or the

stakeholders?

Yeah, so I was just going to say in fact, that the whole idea of a
broad definition of what a stakeholder is is part in several
places in the standard itself and in the definition and it helps to
feel that broadness of who's involved here and who's being
affected and who's voice are we listening to when we create

this.

Yeah, along those lines, this is Dan, I think the certificate
program plan based on the ADDIE model is another key
advantage of our standard and key marketing tool that the
programs have to thoroughly document how they designed,
developed and implemented their training and this in many
cases forces them to go back and document, do a better job of
documenting where the content came from and how it was

developed.

In this excerpt, Tom, in his directive speech act, is asking what components of the

standard that the ANSI’s accreditation program is using, add value to the accreditation.

Sam, Lee, and Danare taking turns and providing their opinions. In particular, the

content and process level reflections are made by the participants. Their reflections are

based on their experiences and actions during their assessment assignments. Although

there is no very high level of adaptive tensions in this situation, participants’ sensemaking
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processes are retrospective and focus on the extracted cues, such as transparency,

oversight committee role in creating training program, and ADDIE model.

Exist? Have illocutionary
speech acts achieved
perlocutionary
effect?

Knowledge (as collectively valued Content level, | Yes.
information) Process level | The hearers
Adaptive Grounded in identity No (participants)
Sensemaking construction recognized the
Tensions Retrospective Yes speaker’s
Focused on and by Yes illocutionary
extracted cues intention. Actions
Driven by plausibility | No (valuing information

rather than accuracy

collectively)
complied with the
Moderator’s
directive speech
acts. Illocutionary
speech acts were
communicatively
successful and
achieved
perlocutionary
effect

Result of Meeting #4

In the fourth meeting, mainly because of the moderator’s initiative, participants did not

focus on a general value of ANSI-CAP accreditation, nor any market drivers that might

have an effect on the value of accreditation. Instead, the discussions were focused on the

ANSI/ASTM E2659, the American National Standard used for the conformity

assessment of certificate programs. During the interview the moderator revealed that,

since the third meeting was not successful in terms of its focus on the problem topic and

therefore interactions did not create sufficient outcome to value information collectively,
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he choose this different expect of ANSI-CAP accreditation. He also indicated that “after
fruitful deliberations during the second meeting, again asking the same question, “what is
the market value of ANSI-CAP accreditation”, might have created the same results as

those generated during the third meeting.”

Summary of Results
Throughout the four problem-solving meetings, the first basic criterion of the
collective knowledge creation process - knowledge, as valued information - was
emerged at:
e content level during first meeting,
e content, process, and introspection levels during the second meeting,
e did not emerge meaningfully during the third meeting, and
e content and process levels during the fourth meeting.
The second basic criterion of collective knowledge creation process, adaptive
sensemaking tensions, existed at:
e low level during first meeting,
¢ high level during the second meeting,
¢ high level during the third meeting, and

e medium level during the fourth meeting.

Illocutionary directive speech acts achieved perlocutionary effect at different levels
during these four meetings. Illocutionary directive speech acts were,

communicatively:
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successful during the first meeting and achieved the perlocutionary

effect

successful during the second meeting and achieved the perlocutionary

effect

were not successful during the third meeting and did not achieve

perlocutionary effect

successful during the fourth meeting and achieved perlocutionary

effect.

Meeting # 1

Knowledge as valued
information:

“Value of accreditation’

Individual opinions,
reflections content level
“Accreditation has a
value”

Sensemaking Perlocutionary
Tensions effect of
illocutionary
speech acts

Exist on low Exists
level

Meeting # 2

Reflections on Content,
process and
introspection level
“Accreditation has no
single value, but various
values depending on
industry, size and type of
organization”

Exist on high | Exists
level

Meeting # 3

Ambiguous Reflections
“Accreditation.....”

Exist on high | Non- Existent
level

Meeting # 4

Reflections on content
and process level
“The product
(ANSI/ASTM E2659)
constitute the value as
whole”

Exist on Exists
medium level

Table 5: Summary of Results
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Chapter 5 - Discussion

Overview of Findings

This study led to three groups of findings. The first two are related to two media
of interchange, Knowledge and Adaptive Sensemaking Tensions of the Schwandt’s (2009)
Collective Learning System Model. The third group of findings focuses on the
perlocutionary effects of the directive speech acts.

e Inthis study, during the four meetings, the new knowledge, as valued
information, emerged at different levels: content level during the first
meeting,

e content, process, and introspection levels during the second meeting,

e did not emerge meaningfully during the third meeting, and

e content and process levels during the fourth meeting.

Adaptive sensemaking tensionswere also present at different levels:
e low level during the first meeting,
¢ high level during the second meeting,
¢ high level during the third meeting, and

¢ medium level during the fourth meeting.

Directive speech acts that were observed during the meetings also had
perlocutionary effects at different levels communicatively:
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e successful during the first meeting and achieved the perlocutionary
effect

e successful during the second meeting and achieved the perlocutionary
effect

e were not successful during the third meeting and did not achieve
perlocutionary effect

e successful during the fourth meeting and achieved perlocutionary

effect.

Research Questions and Discussion Findings

The research questions driving this study were as follows:

1. What are the characteristics of communicative actions in meetings that
attempt novel knowledge creation?
2. How does collective knowledge creation, as defined by Schwandt (1995),

occur in organizational conversations (e.g. problem solving meetings)?

Research Question# 1

In order to discuss the characteristics of communicative actions in meetings that
attempt novel knowledge creation, it is assumed that every meeting held, at any given
place and atany given time, has different conditions and characteristics accordingly.
Therefore, characteristics of interactions that attempt novel knowledge creation would be
different in every meeting as well. In this study, such characteristics were partly defined
by the conditions of the four meetings conducted. First, these meetings were not self-

formed. In other words, assuming 15 participants were invited to these meetings and out
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of 15 total individuals, only 5 individuals, on average, attended the meeting. We can
conclude that the problem topic they were invited to discuss “What is the value of ANSI-
CAP accreditation” was not vital to their professional development or their careers. This
is important, because criticality of the problem topic would have had a tremendous
impact on the characteristics of the meetings. It is because of this reason that the
moderator’s facilitation was essential during these meetings. Most of the directive speech
acts that observed during the meetings were performed by the moderator as well.

The most critical finding in this study was the effect of Illocutionary speech acts.
Among the five illocutionary speech acts, Francois Cooren (2000) gives a special
attention to the directives:

“In a way, we could summarize the whole organizing dimension of

communication through the directive form of speech act” (Cooren, 2000, p. 191).

Furthermore he states that, “directives can literally create a situation that will
structure interaction and rank them into specific order” (Cooren, 2000, p.194). More
specifically, directive speechacts can make people interact based on the circumstances

they are in, so they can interpret the circumstances into frame knowledge and with

continued conversation to create construction knowledge (Taylor and Van Every, 2000).
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Figure 10: Taylor and VVan Every, 2000

These aspects of directives are particularly important for this study, because once
hearer (recipient oraddressee) “satisfies” directives, as explained below (Bachand
Harnish, 1979), “a contract is being formed between actors. In addition, by accepting this
contract, the recipient-addressee also accepts being integrated within the agent’s schema”
(Cooren, 2000, 0op.192). This enables reflective interactions on information, hence may
create knowledge and initiate and maintain adaptive sensemaking tensions, which are
required for meaning making, between and among the agents of the collective (Schwandt,
2009). Therefore, the role of directive type of speech acts in collective knowledge

creation is the focal point of the analysis of the meeting transcripts.

A directive might be an ideal condition based on Vanderveken’s (1990) analysis , i.e.

“consist in making an attempt to get the hearer to do something (1990, p.105), “the
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propositional content must be represent a future course of action of the hearer” (1990,
p.126), “the heareris capable of carrying out that action” (1990, p.126), ... “The speaker
desires or wants the hearer to carry it out” (1990, p.126). But, if the speaker’s
illocutionary intention is not recognized by the hearer, then illocutionary speech actis

not communicatively successful (Bach, Harnish 1979),

Research Question # 2

Collective knowledge creation process that was examined in this study was based on the
two media of interchange, Knowledge and Adaptive Sensemaking Tensions of the
Schwandt’s (2009) Collective Learning System Model. During the meetings, reflection
on information exchanged occurred only when speaker’s illocutionary intention was
recognized by the hearer. On the contrary, if the speaker’s illocutionary intention was not
recognized by the hearer, then the speech act was not communicatively successful and
therefore had no effect on creation of knowledge (Figure 11).

Perlocutionary effect of speech acts demonstrates an interesting relationship with
sensemaking tensions. During the interactions, if there was a perlocutionary effect, then
sensemaking tensions were constructive. Participant (hearer) heard the speaker’s
intention and responded based on speaker’s directive. Hence, sensemaking tensions were
instrumental in fostering interactions constructively. If illocutionary speech acts had no
perlocutionary effect, then sensemaking tensions created ambiguity and were destructive.
Participant (hearer) did not hear or perceive speaker’s intentions and sensemaking

tensions had a negative role.
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The crucial role of perlocutionary effect of speech acts has also been demonstrated within
the conceptual framework of this study. The conversation-text cycle that maps frame
knowledge to construction knowledge throughout conversation and creates
circumstances, may be initiated by “interpreting the illocutionary force of an act of
speech” (Taylor and Van Every, 2000, p.101)- that is the perlocutionary effect. In the
absence of perlocutionary effect during conversation, frame knowledge could not be
translated to construction knowledge; hence, it cannot form new circumstances. In this

case, speaker will only hear himself/herself not and not be heard by the listener.
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Figure 11: Integrated Conceptual Framework
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The integrated conceptual framework used in this study was based on the models
and theories by Schwandt, Taylor and Searle. Schwandt’s Collective Learning System
Model enabled better understanding and/or visualization of where knowledge creation
activities occur within an organizational learning system. In addition, the model helped
explain why taking a communicative perspective is important and how communication is
not just a tool but also the foundational coreof knowledge creation. Taylor’s
Communication Theory (Taylor and Van Every, 2000) explored this concept in depth to
further examine the knowledge creation during human interactions. Taylor and Van
Every’s theorizing is unique in that it offers a distinct perspective on how knowledge is
created in the communication process itself. Lastly, Austin (1962)’s Speech Act Theory,
which was further developed by John Searle (1969), examined further how one person
acts on another by the act of speaking, thus adding value to information exchange and
creating new knowledge.

Schwandt’s model has been used in many empirical studies and was suitable to
explain emergence of knowledge creation in discursive patterns. . Taylor’s theory, more
specifically Text-Conversation Model, was not specifically developed to explain the
knowledge creation process. Itrequired use of another model such as Schwandt’s
Collective Learning System Model in order to explain more specific communicative
actions of the collective knowledge creation process.

The key the two referenced models is tied to their their worldview. In Schwandt’s
model, people in organizations need to interact with each other in order to perform their
jobs. Any organizational activity today depends on human interactions. Therefore,

communication is vital to adding value in information exchange and creating knowledge
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(Schwandt, 1995). Knowledge does not just emerge naturally from a massive amount of
information. Knowledge emerges from personal interactions and conversations between
and among people. It is the interaction of individuals that allows knowledge to emerge
(Schwandt, 2009).

Similarly, according to Taylor (Ashby, 1960; Taylor etal., 2001) when people
communicate, as Austin indicates (1965), they perform a form of act. Therefore,
“communication is not just about messaging; it is about people organizing themselves”
(Taylor, et al 2001, p.128). As Austin argues (1965), when we use language, we do more
than merely represent something. To speak to someone is not just to translate our
knowledge in a form that makes it available to them; it is to act, to influence, to do
something with the words we utter. Speech acts, specifically, perform these tasks.

When speech acts have ideal conditions and able to perform perlocutionary
effects, circumstances become frame knowledge, and conversation, becomes construction
knowledge through the medium of talking out the produced text. Text can only be
produced if speech acts have perlocutionary effect. As analyzed in this study, the
conversation-text cycle compliments the two media exchange process of knowledge
creation, knowledge and adaptive sensemaking tensions of Schwandt’s Collective
Learning Systems Model. This is important for theoretical implications, because such
complementary integration opens new possibilities for both models.

e Taylor’s Communication Theory supports Schwandt’s model since one of
the main assumptions of Schwandt’s model is that knowledge emerges

from personal interactions and conversations between and among people.
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e Schwandt’s model also contributes to Taylor’s Text-Conversation model,
since Taylor’s model does not provide constructs to observe collective
knowledge creation process during communication. Specifically, media
exchange of Schwandt model is instrumental to observe collective
knowledge creation process.

e Speech Acttheory has been around more than half century and was used
widely in research on communication and language fields. Using speech
acts and their perlocutionary effects on collective valuing process was
probably the most important finding of this study. Collective valuing
occurs only if the hearer establishes the contract with the speaker and there
IS a right amount of sensemaking tensions within the collective. Therefore,
the direct correlation between valuing and perlocutionary effect might
explaining many collective processes nor just only collective knowledge

creation.

Implications for Future Research

Selection of Data Site

The selection of data collection site had major effects on this study. These effects can be
places in two groups:

The Organization and Participants:

American National Standards Institute (ANSI) facility was the data collection site used in
this study was the. ANSI offers a number of accreditation programs that have been

known in their corresponding markets. Due to the regulatory requirements and its quality
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recognition, ANSI’s accreditation programs including ANSI-CAP, have already
established a reputation in the U.S. market as well as abroad. Assessors who support
accreditation programs at ANSI were chosen to participate in the meetings for the
purposes of this study, because they are the ones who are actually conducting the
accreditation assessment, and most importantly, are interacting with client on daily basis.
Initially, these meetings were considered official ANSI meetings, which require
attendance. GWU’s institutional review board (IRB) objected that, and insisted that
meeting participants should be able have a choice to decline without any negative
professional impact. Therefore, meetings were announced as voluntary. This greatly
impacted the number of participants who attended the meetings. A total of four meetings
were held. Out of total 15 ANSI assessors only 10 assessors attended at least one
meeting, and several assessors attended more than one meeting. On average, five
assessors attended each meeting.

The voluntary nature of the meetings drastically reduced the level of interactions.
Participants did not feel the urge to declare their opinions or show passion to interact
with each other. Almost every turn-taking was a result of the moderator’s directions and
questions.

Subject of the Meetings

Another major factor was the discussion topic of the meetings. Although since its
incubation, ANSI-CAP made effort to explain the value of certificate accreditation to
education and training industry, the assessors, very same participants of these meetings
involved in such explanation effort at different platforms, they did not show same effort

and enthusiasm during these meetings.
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Because of these two major effects, the transcripts were generated from the four problem

solving meetings and coded according to Table 6 below.

Primitive Point Propositional Preparatory Sincerity
Illocutionary content condition condition
Force condition
Neutral The speaker has | The speaker
Consist in reasons or believes the
. representing as evidence for the | propositional
Assertive actual a state of truth of the content.
affairs propositional
content.
Consist in The propositional | The speaker is The speaker
content must be | capable of intends to carry

Commissive

committing the
speakertoa
future course of
action

represent a
future course of
action of the
speaker

carrying out the
action

out the action

The propositional

The hearer is

The speaker

%%ﬁr'%t ;r;] content must be | capable of desires or wants
Directive attempt to get represent a carrying out the | the hearerto
the hearer to do future course of | action carry out the
something action of the action
hearer
Consistin The propositional | The speaker is The speaker
performing an content must be | capable of believes, intends
action which represent a carrying out this | and desires to
brings into present course of | action in his carry out this
. existence a state | action of the utterance action
Declaration of affairs by speaker
representing
oneselfas
performing that
action
Consists of Neutral Neutral Neutral
expressing
Expressive propositional

attitudes of the
speaker about a
state of affairs

Table 6: “The Components of the Five Illocutionary Force” (Cooren, 2000, p. 29)

For implications of future research using meetings to conduct research for similar studies

researchers should consider the following lessons learned:
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e The intentions and willingness of the participants were especially important in
order to produce quality data.
e Choosing the discussion topic for problem solving meetings is a crucial factor in
balanced presence of speechacts.
e Choosing a topic not suitable for problem solving meetings, or recruiting subjects
who are not fully participating, will produce unusable data.
¢ Recording real time meeting within a corporate environment requires special
approval process. Other challenges involve confidentiality issues and/or
hesitation of participants to reveal their opinions.
To avoid above stated complications and risks, one ideal solution might be to use
recordings of previously held meetings, as documented by their own organizations, or

captured professionally in documentaries.

Practical Implications

This study may have tremendous practical implications, especially as it pertains to
the role of leaders, managers, moderators and facilitators in meetings, discussions, and/or
instruction in the classrooms.

When moderators or facilitators manage such meetings, they should be aware of
how their verbal actions impact the participants. Participants may not be always receiving
the same message the speaker intended to relay.

Any speaker, in any given situation, has the intention to be heard. That intention
can be realized if the speaker is aware of the hearer’s conditions. That is the main reason

of miscommunication in any setting including in the organizations. Steps such as setting a
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goal for the organization, creating a strategy, or implementing a roadmap, require that the
speaker be heard by the hearer, first and then, complies with the request. The contact
between speaker and hearer must be established before any other action is initiated.

Another practical implication of this study is the positive impact on the teaching
profession across multiple levels. A teacher or academician, regardless of the grade level
they oversee, should keep in mind that students might not interact based upon the
directions given, as this would impede knowledge creation in a learning environment
where students acquire and explore ideas.

Meetings can seem unsuccessful because they go off on topics, or circle around
one single argument. Knowing what the exact problem is will help meeting participant
maintain their focus on topic discussed. Also, instead of moving forward directly toward
finding a solution, participants should first get more information on the problem topic and
make sense operating environment. Once this phase accomplished, then they should
collectively agree on what information should reflect collectively. This process is often
known as root cause analysis.

The meeting moderator’s involvement is also critical. Moderator’s function can
be modified to encourage participants to express and discuss ideas and keep discussions
focused and meetings on track. When some participants do not actively contribute,
moderator should ask them specific questions focusing on their experience and opinions.
Tension among meeting participants can be constructive if participants are fostering new
opinions and are collectively reaching new understanding. Valuing information cannot be
without a certain level of tension among participants. Tension also encourages

participants to provide their opinion. The moderator or the leader of the meeting should
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find the right balance allowing tension as necessary to have a lively discussion. In
general, during any social meetings, speaker’s ability to deliver a specific message to

his/her audience is considerably diminished if the listeners are not on the same page with

the speaker.
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