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RESULTATRAPPORTERING FORMATION AUGUST 2021 

Dette dokument inneholder først en oppsummerende rapport i hht. mal fra Forskningsrådet 

+ lenger og mer utfyllende rapport og egenevaluering på engelsk. Disse er lagt ved pga. 

prosjektets egenart: En utviklende danningsprosess som følge av kompetanseutvikling over 

fem år må gjenspeile en slik prosess. 

 

KORT Rapportering i hht mal fra NFR 

Kort beskrivelse av bakgrunnen og målsettingene for prosjektet 

Bakgrunnen for prosjektet var å forske systematisk på praksiser i høyere utdanning – med 

bakgrunn i det samfunnsoppdrag (vestlige) offentlige universitet har; Sikre felleskapsverdier, 

demokrati og inkludering. Valget falt på den gruppen aktører som har et særskilt ansvar for å 

bidra til utdanningskvalitet; universitetspedagoger. Prosjektets overordnede målsetting var å 

se hvordan universitetspedagoger blir mer reflektert over universitetenes samfunnsoppdrag 

og hvordan de går gjennom en ‘profesjonell danning’ og utvikler en økt kompetanse i å 

utøve sitt ansvar for å bidra til dette oppdrag. Som rapporten vil gjenspeile, har prosjektet 

oppnådd en slik målsetting på en meget god måte. I forskningen på – og arbeidet med - 

denne danning/kompetanseheving er både universitets- ledere – og pedagoger intervjuet og 

universitetspedagogene er systematiske observert over tid i sine praksiser og har gjennom 

disse observasjoner og egenrefleksjon demonstrert høy grad av endring.  

Prosjektet har i tillegg til denne kompetanseutvikling bidratt med teoriutvikling på det vi vi 

hevder har potensial til å bli en bærekraftig ledelse av høyere utdanning; basert på 

prinsipper for deliberativ kommunikasjon og fremforhandling av legitime kompromisser styrt 

ut fra universitetenes samfunnsmandat. Denne teorieutvikling er basert på klassiske 

perspektiver på porfesjonelt ansvar, men også senere studier på ledelse i høyere utdanning. 

Prosjektet har videre bidratt med en systematisk gjennomgang av det 

universitetspedagogiske feltet siden 1995-2015 og dette ble sentral ‘baseline’/ teoretisk 

bakteppe/referanseramme for analyser av empirisk data.  

Redegjørelse for resultater som er oppnådd i prosjektet sammenliknet med målsettingen 

Prosjektet har svært høy grad av måloppnåelse (se den lengre rapporten som følger under – 

der vil finnes mer utdypende vurderinger og kommentarer på alle punktene beskrevet her) 

med tanke på at prosjektet gjennom sin tilnærming har løftet frem og problematisert verdier 

universitetsledere og ansatte forfekter, men som vi i sjelden grad snakker om – elle lever ut i 

praksis.  I tillegg har den bidratt til sterk utvikling og bevisstgjøring for den enkelte 

prosjektdeltager. Noen eksempler: 

 Bidrag til det internasjonale forskningsfeltet gjennom mange presentasjoner på 

nasjonale og internasjonale konferanser og publikasjoner i høyt rangerte tidsskrift + 

bokpublikasjon på Routledge. Flere av prosjektgruppens deltakere har vært invitert til 

å delta i flere seminarer og konferanser i Sverige, Danmark og Norge som også har 

rekruttert universitetsledere med ansvar for utdanning, administrativt ansatte og 
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representanter for politisk styring/byråkrater (f.eks. NOKUT) i Skandinavia, men også 

fra andre europeiske land.  

 Alle prosjektdeltakere opplever høy grad av utvikling og er blitt mer bevisst sin rolle 

og sitt ansvar som profesjonell aktør i akademia spesielt med tanke på å bidra til å 

styrke utdanningskvalitet der verdier som fellesskapets beste er sentralt.  

 Alle opplever at Deliberativ Kommunikasjon legger en god grunn for både ledelse og 

undervisningspraksis, men også som forskningstilnærming.  

 Gjennom boken: Leading Higher Education As and For Public Good: Re-kindling 

education as Praxis (se under i utvidet rapport) har prosjektet utviklet nytt perspektiv 

på ledelse og undervisning: ‘Deliberativ ledelse’. Dette har skapt interesse også 

utover det universitetspedagogiske miljø. Ronald Barnett som er en sentral 

internasjonal forsker på høyere utdanning, skrev forord til boken, og har invitert 

prosjektleder til å skrive ny bok om universitetspedagogers rolle og bidrag i 

fremtidens universitet. Dette vil bli et samarbeid mellom Molly Sutphen, Tone Dyrdal 

Solbrekke og Ciaran Sugrue. Disse danner et redaktørteam, og vil i tillegg til egne 

bidrag inkludere forskere fra et videre internasjonalt område. Bokens arbeidstittel er 

The Who, What, How, and Why of Academic Development Universities? Identifying 

the Marks of Academic Development on the Formation of Research-Intensive 

Universities. 

 Prosjektleder (Tone Dyrdal Solbrekke) er blitt ansatt som gjesteprofessor ved Örebro 

Universitet med bakgrunn i Formation prosjektet og basert på samarbeid med 

svenske kollegaer. Leder av den universitetspedagogiske enheten ved Örebro 

universitet (Kristin Ewins) har utviklet senteret til å blir mer forskningstungt – mye 

basert på det hun har utviklet av ideer og kompetanse gjennom prosjektperioden. 

Gjestestillingen har videre bidratt til vinkling av tema for konferansen Research on 

Higher Education gjennomført Mai 2021. Boken brukes som pensum i 

Högskolepedagogiske kurs for universitets- og høyskolepedagoger ved flere 

institusjoner i Sverige.  Dette samarbeidet har også ført nye prosjektsøknader til det 

Svenske Vetenskapsråd (2020 2021) der ledelses- undervisningspraksiser og 

studenters deltakelse ses i sammenheng. Prosjektet har motivert for nytt prosjekt 

Academic Hospitality in Interdisciplinary Education som er blitt innvilget finansiering 

fra Norges Forskningsråd (01.09.2021 ). Dette ledes av Molly Sutphen, og 

inkluderer i tillegg til nye internasjonale samarbeidspartner, medlemmer fra 

Formation prosjektet; Ciaran Sugrue, Kristin Ewins og Tone Dyrdal Solbrekke. 

Prosjektet skal studere hvordan akademikere samarbeider og underviser studenter 

som skal lære å samarbeide i tverrfaglige profesjoner og forskning.  

 Sluttkonferansen April 2021 (se program i den lengre rapporten under) knyttet 

prosjektets arbeid opp mot ‘bærekraftige’ ledelses- og undervisningsformer. Dette 

førte til at også andre akademikere (ledere og undervisere) og studenter deltok i en 

videre debatt omkring hva det innebærer å lede en utdanning som er inkluderende, 

verdsetter mangfoldighet, aksepterer og respekterer ulikhet som grunnlag for å 

fremforhandle ‘legitime kompromisser’ for å handle i en økende kompleks ‘vev av 

forpliktelser’ universitetet som institusjon representerer og som enkeltaktører står i. 

Sentralt er hvordan bidra til felleskapets beste som ivaretar enkeltindivers deltakelse 
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på inkluderende måter. Både nasjonale og internasjonale innledere på konferanse 

gjorde den til et meget godt bidrag (lenke til dette finnes på prosjektets hjemmeside 

på UiO). UiO tilbød også deltakelse med skriving av oppgave som del av 

universitetspedagogisk kurs. Disse oppgavene fokuserte hvordan den enkelte 

underviser ville utvikle undervisningen med tanke på bærekraftighet. Flere ansatte 

både internt ved UiO og eksternt, benyttet seg av dette tilbudet. Vurderingen av 

disse oppgavene (pr dato 10 innleverte), er at de har bidratt til en økt bevissthet om 

viktigheten av samarbeid med kollegaer og inkludering av studenter er viktig for å 

utvikle mer bærekraftige undervisningsformer for å undervise om bærekraftighet. 

Prosjekter har middels eller lav måloppnåelse med tanke på å utvikle seg som et helhetlig 

internasjonalt praksisfellesskap. Dette skyldes i høy grad: 

 Den digitale teknologien som var tilgjengelig da prosjektet startet i 2015, Adobe 

Connect, fungerte dårlig. Det var også vanskelig å sikre gode dialoger med mer enn 

tre personer. Når seminarer (på begreps/teoriutvikling, skrive- og responsseminar) 

ble arrangert fysisk, og var godt strukturert og ledet skapte det grunnlag for effektivt 

og godt samarbeid, men dette var vanskelig å følge opp på nett. Siste år med Zoom 

lettet dette arbeidet betraktelig, men da hadde vi kun ett felles møte (siste i April). 

 Ulike kulturer – ulike nasjonale forståelser av høyere utdanning. Dette bidro positivt i 

forbindelse med å deliberere (samtale og finne legitime kompromisser for en felles 

forståelse), men det tar lang tid, og krever mer fysisk samhandling enn prosjektet 

hadde ressurser til å gjennomføre. Prinsipper i deliberativ kommunikasjon ble 

oppfattet som nødvendige, men også krevende å leve ut i praksis. Dette førte til at 

det utviklet seg ulike mindre fellesskap (særlig i arbeidet med intervensjoner og 

artikkelskriving) mer enn at hele prosjektteamet kan karakteriseres som ett 

praksisfellesskap.  

Beskrivelse av de viktigste FoU-oppgavene som er utført, og hvilke miljøer som har vært 

mest sentrale i gjennomføringen 

 Dette punktet er ikke så relevant i ‘tradisjonell’ betydning, men med tanke på 

intervensjoner universitetspedagogene gjorde, har det hatt god effekt på at de har 

lagt om deler av sine ledelse/undervisningspraksis. Som punktet over har det også 

hatt spredning til andre miljø og undervisere. Universitetspedagogene har også 

endret / utviklet universitetspedagogiske kurs basert på kunnskapen tilegnet 

gjennom prosjektet. 

 En av universitetspedagogene har samarbeidet tett over flere år med Odontologisk 

Fakultet ved UiO der hennes intervensjon ble knyttet til arbeid med 

«Skikkethetsvurdering – med vekt på den løpende skikkethetsvurdering». Dette har 

ført blant annet til Prosjekt ved OD (2020-2022 med finansiert støtte fra UiO) som 

har som mål å utvikle et pedagogisk/digitalisert ‘verktøy’ (skjema) og som styrker den 

formative skikkethetsvurderingen i deres profesjonsutdanninger. Dette har engasjert 

både internt ved UiO og i praksis.  
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Kort vurdering av prosjektgjennomføring og ressursbruk 

Prosjektet har oppnådd mange og gode resultat og god ressursutnyttelse. Prosjektets design 

krevde tilstedeværelse (intervjuer og intervensjoner) og der dette kunne gjøres fysisk, ble 

resultatene best. Som over redegjort for, fungerte nettkommunikasjonen dårlig, og også 

lagring og tilgjengelighet til TSD har vært krevende. Dette har ført til at prosjektleder i 

særdeleshet (men også andre deltakere) har brukt uforholdsmessig mye tid på digitale 

utfordringer – langt ut over den tid som var frikjøpt til prosjektet. Ikke alle midler til 

prosjektet er brukt opp, og det skyldes at vi ikke kunne treffes fysisk i pandemiåret. 

Utenlandsopphold i prosjektperioden, skriv kort om hva det har bidratt til i prosjektet 

Ingen lengre utenlandsopphold er gjennomført, men prosjektledelsen (Solbrekke og Sugrue) 

hadde et opphold i USA 2016 dels for å intervjue universitetets ledere i Chapel Hill og 

partner (Sutphen) og dels for å utvikle en baseline for prosjektet. Prosjektleder Solbrekke har 

også tidligere hatt opphold i Chapel Hill der mye av grunnlaget for hele prosjektet ble lagt 

(2014). 

Beskrivelse av hvilken betydning/nytteverdi resultatene forventes å ha (for eksempel for 

forskningsfeltet, kompetanseutvikling, næringslivet og samfunnet for øvrig) 

Som indikert over, har prosjektet hatt en betydelig påvirkning i feltet – men også utover 

egne rekker. Ikke minst i Sverige, men også det Norske nettverk for universitets- og 

høgskolepedagogikk har engasjert seg i sluttkonferansen og boklansering – (bla er boken 

også omtalt i UNIPEDs Juni utgave 2021 ved Mariann Solberg). Formidling av prosjektet ved 

Roskilde Universitet i 2019 bidro også til deltakelse i konferanse ved Roskilde i juni 2021. 

Den direkte samfunnsnytte er ikke mulig å måle direkte. Men ved at prosjektet setter 

nettopp samfunnsansvaret og hvordan lede og undervise på inkluderende måter og behovet 

for å fremforhandle legitime kompromisser i komplekse institusjoner på bærekraftige måter, 

i sentrum, vil dette igjen bidra til en danning for ansatte og studenter i høyere utdanning 

som øker bevisstheten om hvordan jobbe på måter som er mer bærekraftig, demokratisk og 

kollektivt orientert.  

Beskrivelse av planene for formidling og for utnyttelse av resultatene/ beskrivelse av hvilke 

resultater som forventes ferdigstilt etter prosjektets slutt 

Dette er søkt beskrevet over, men generelt kan sies at den kollektive kompetanse som er 

utviklet gjennom prosjektet, har gjort oss bedre i stand til (utviklet vår praxis) å formidle og å 

leve ut en deliberativ holdning i praksis i samhandling med øvrige kollegaer i de ulike 

universitet. Det er prosjektdeltagernes håp at også andre gjenkjenner dette i våre daglige 

praksiser som ledere og universitetspedagoger. Formidlingen fortsetter i uformelle som 

formelle fora, og de av oss som er ledere av ulike sentre med ansvar for å lede 

utdanningskvalitetsarbeid, har gjennom prosjektet utviklet ny forskningsbasert kunnskap om 

muligheter og potensielle hindringer for dette, men også strategier for å lede mer kollektivt 

for å bidra til at høyere utdanning blir et gode for alle studenter (og ansatte) og som bidrar 

til at studentene lærer hvordan bidra til mer bærekraftige samfunn i fremtiden. 
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FINAL NRC REPORT Formation project  

September 1st 2015 – May 31st 2021 

This report builds on previous annual project reports and is edited due to activities in 5h year 

of the project and with the prolonged year due to the Covid 19 situation.  

Information / dissemination  

BOOK 

2020: 

Solbrekke, T.D & Sugrue, C. (Eds.) (2020) Leading Higher Education As and For Public Good 

Rekindling Education as Praxis. Abingdon, Routledge  

This book, edited by project leader Tone Dyrdal Solbrekke in collaboration with co-leader 

Ciaran Sugrue, published in March 2020 by Routledge, has been the main activity for the 

Formation team last year. All participants, to varying degree, have been involved in writing 

the book chapters and Ron Barnett has written the foreword (see below).  

The book is reviewed in two scientific journals: 

2020: Roxå, Torgny: Högre utbildning Vol. 10 | Nr. 2 | 2020 | 21–23 

DOI: https://doi.org/10.23865/hu.v10.2546 

2021: Solberg, Marianne: Uniped. Årgang 44, nr. 2-2021, s. 146–149 ISSN Online: 1893-8981 

https://doi.org/10.18261/issn.1893-8981-2021-02-06 

2020  

https://doi.org/10.23865/hu.v10.2546
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Table of Contents 

Acknowledgements 

Foreword: Leading Higher Education As and For Public Good: Rekindling education as 
praxis 

Ronald Barnett 

Chapter 1: Leading Higher Education As, and For, Public Good: new beginnings 

Tone Dyrdal Solbrekke & Ciaran Sugrue 

Chapter 2. Leading Higher Education: Putting Education Centre Stage 

Ciaran Sugrue and Tone Dyrdal Solbrekke 

Chapter 3. Higher education as and for public good: Past, present and possible futures 

Tomas Englund and Andreas Bergh 

Chapter 4. Leading in a web of commitments: negotiating legitimate compromises 

Tone Dyrdal Solbrekke, Ciaran Sugrue and Molly Sutphen 

Part II 

Chapter 5. Leading Higher Education: Deliberative Communication as Praxis and Research 

Tone Dyrdal Solbrekke and Ciaran Sugrue 

Chapter 6. Intellectual Virtues for Leading Higher Education 

Molly Sutphen, Tomas Englund and Kristin Ewins 

Chapter 7. Deliberative Communication: Stimulating collective learning ? 

Andreas Bergh, Tone Dyrdal Solbrekke and Johan Wickström 

Chapter 8. Deliberative leadership: Moving beyond dialogue 

Kristin Ewins, Ester Fremstad, Trine Fossland and Ragnhild Sandvoll 

Chapter 9. Deliberative communication as pedagogical leadership: Promoting public good ? 

Tone Dyrdal Solbrekke and Ester Fremstad 

Chapter 10. Nurturing pedagogical praxis through deliberative communication 

Ragnhild Sandvoll, Andreas Bergh and Tone Dyrdal Solbrekke 

Part III 

Chapter 11. Rekindling Education as Praxis: The promise of Deliberative Leadership 

Ciaran Sugrue and Tone Dyrdal Solbrekke 
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The book was meant to be launched in connection with the Project’s Final Conference May 

7th, 2020, Georg Sverdrups Hus, University of Oslo. Due to covid 19, it was arranged as an 

on-line conference APRIL 29 2021. The book constituted an important framing of the 

conference Leading Higher Education As and For Public Good. How can teaching and 

learning contribute to a sustainable future?  

The Formation team members contributed with leading reading circles on chapter from the 

book in collaboration with the Norwegian National Network for Academic Development. 

Main key-notes and sessions were video-recorded and may be found on the link below: 

https://www.uv.uio.no/iped/forskning/prosjekter/solbrekke-

universitetspedagoger/index.html 

 

OTHER PUBLICATIONS published or in progress: 

Manuscript published in international journals 

2017: Trends in the practices of academic developers: trajectories of higher education? 

Studies in Higher Education:                                                                                                                                        

Authors: Ciaran Sugrue, Tomas Englund, Tone Dyrdal Solbrekke & Trine Fossland 

2018: Toward Articulating a Praxis: Interrogation of University Strategic Plans Studies in 

Higher Education                           

Authors: Molly Sutphen, Tone Dyrdal Solbrekke, Ciaran Sugrue 

Universitets- og høgskolepedagogers profesjonelle ansvar. UNIPED.                                                           

Authors: Tone Dyrdal Solbrekke & Ester Fremstad 

2019:  

Fremstad, Ester; Bergh, Andreas; Solbrekke, Tone Dyrdal & Fossland, Trine (2019). 

Deliberative academic development: the potential and challenge of agency. International 

journal for academic development.  ISSN 1360-144X. . doi: 10.1080/1360144X.2019.1631169 

Sugrue, C., Solbrekke, T. D., Bergh, A., Sutphen, M., & Fossland, T. (2019). University leaders’ 

talk about institutional missions and academic developers’ contributions. European 

Educational Research Journal, 1-17. doi: 10.1177/1474904119866520 

2020 

Molly Sutphen, Tone Dyrdal Solbrekke, Crina Damsa, Rachelle Esterhazy, Ciaran Sugrue, and 

Velda McCune (2020). Academic hospitality and interdisciplinary teaching in higher 

education. Forthcoming in Proceedings of the International Conference on the Learning 

Sciences. 

Fremstad, E. (in progress) The Power of Purpose (on teaching for agency and responsibility). 

Will be submitted to the Journal of Praxis in Higher Education October 2020 

https://www.uv.uio.no/iped/forskning/prosjekter/solbrekke-universitetspedagoger/index.html
https://www.uv.uio.no/iped/forskning/prosjekter/solbrekke-universitetspedagoger/index.html


8 
 

Fremstad, E. & Ewins, K. (in progress) Projectivity and purpose: moving academic 

development from specialized periphery to central institutional actor. Will be submitted to 

Studies in Higher Education November 2020. 

Ewins, K & Bagerius, H. (in progress) an account of the strategic investment in academic 

development at Örebro University written in Swedish, planned submission to Högre 

utbildning 

Tone Dyrdal Solbrekke, Anne Møystad, and Molly Sutphen (in progress). “Make them” – not 
“break them”: Changing how to assess students’ suitability for professional work. Submitted 
to and rejected by Assessment and Evaluation in Higher Education. Article will be rewritten 
and submitted to Studies in Higher Education, yet not published. Is been ‘re-oriented’ and re-
written by Solbrekke and Møystad for publication in a Norwegian journal: UNIPED  due to 
the specificity  of the case (LOVEN om SKIKKETHETSVURDERING er et særegent norsk tilfelle) 

 

2021 

Accepted articles: 

Fossland, T. & Sandvoll, R. (2021) Article Title: Drivers for educational change? Educational 

leaders' perceptions of academic developers as change agents. International Journal for 

Academic Development DOI/MS ID: 10.1080/1360144X.2021.1941034 / IJAD-2019-0070.R3 

Fremstad. E. (2021) The (Trans) Formative Power of Purpose and Projectivity. A case study of 
teaching aimed to strengthen students’ capacities for taking societal responsibility.  
Accepted by Journal of praxis in higher education (24.06.21) 
 

Under revision/in progress: 

Tone Dyrdal Solbrekke and Ciaran Sugrue (re-submission ultimo June 2021) Deliberative 

leadership in Public Universities: Promising Practices, Elusive Praxis?  International journal of 

Leadership in Education 

Solbrekke, T.D. & Møystad, A. (for submission):  Leading a Change Process to Develop a 

More Coherent and Transparent Suitability Assessment Practice: A Long-Term and Shared 

Enterprise to be submitted to UNIPED 

Molly Sutphen, Tone Dyrdal Solbrekke and Anne Møystad (in progress). An anatomy of 

collaboration: A case study of academic hospitality in academic development. To be 

submitted to International Journal for Academic Development 

Sandvoll, R., Bergh, A., Solbrekke, T.D. (in progress) Academic development meets 
odontology - a study of challenges and opportunities in interdisciplinary work. To be 
submitted to Studies in Higher Education 
 
Fremstad, E. & Ewins, K. (in progress ) "The critical-constructive potential of academic 

development: A case study". To be submitted to Studies in Higher Education  
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Paper presentations at International conferences (SEE official web site for more 

information): 

ICED 2016 Cape Town 23.-26. November 2016:  This is a major international conference 

with specific focus on Academic Development and in which Research on AD is an increasing 

element. 

NERA 2017 Copenhagen 23.-25. March: This is a Nordic conference including a broader 

international milieu, too - spanning over research on all educational levels, and with 

increasing interest in the research in/on higher education and academic development.. 

ECER 2017 Copenhagen 23-25. Aug 2017. This is the European Educational research 

conference including a broader international milieu, too - spanning over research on all 

educational levels, and with increasing interest in the research in/on higher education, 

academic development and leadership. 

ECER 2018, Bolzano Sept 4.-7 

Bergh, Andreas, Ewins, Kristin & Lidskog, Marie: What is the Difference between Knowing a 

Subject and Teaching it? Interpretation and Guidance of Teaching in Higher Education. Paper 

presented at the ECER Conference in Bolzano, Italy, September 2018.   

Englund, Tomas & Bergh, Andreas: Higher Education between Public and Private Good. 

Paper presented at the ECER Conference in Bolzano, Italy, September 2018.  

Tone  Dyrdal Solbrekke & Ciaran  Sugrue: The brokering leadership responsibilities of 

University Academic Developers Paper presentation at ECER, Sept 2018  

Molly Sutphen: The formation process of academic developers. Paper presented at ECER 

2018, Bolzano Sept  

ISSOTL 2018 

Fossland, T. og Sandvoll, R. (2018). Strategic plans for teaching and learning: towards a 

learning culture or leader's rhetoric'? Paper ISSOTL 2018. Internasjonal konferanse, 

arrangert av Universitetet I Bergen. 

 

NERA 2019, Uppsala, March 9. 

Wickström, J & Fremstad, E. (2019) "Bridging between 'public good' and teaching practices: 

An Academic Developer leading sessions on the purpose of higher education". Conference 

presentation. NERA, March 2019.  
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ECER 2019, Hamburg, Sept 3-6. 

2019: Sandvoll, Ragnhild, Bergh, Andreas & Solbrekke, Tone Dyrdal: Supporting the 

development of professional responsibility in higher education - studying the interface 

between odontology and education. Paper presented at the ECER in Hamburg. 

Sutphen, M,. Englund, T, & Ewins, K. (2019) Teaching And Learning Reflective Practices: A 

Case About Courage And Other Intellectual Virtues. Paper presented at ECER Hamburg . 

 

2020: 

Ester, F., Ewins, K. , Solbrekke, T.D., Sugrue, C., Sutphen, M. Creating meaningful education: 

The powers and challenges of formation, purpose and agency SYMPOSIUM at the Academic 

Identities conference, Roskilde  university (moved from June 2020 to June 21-23 -2021) 

Moved to 2021 

Ester Fremstad and Kristin Ewins have been invited by Petra Angervall (editor-in-chief of 

Journal of Praxis in Higher Education) to present our work-in-progress at Borås’s research 

seminar in November 2020.  

 

2020 

Molly Sutphen,* Tone Dyrdal Solbrekke, Crina Damsa, Rachelle Esterhazy, Ciaran Sugrue, and 
Velda McCune. Is there room for academic hospitality in interdisciplinary teaching in 
research intensive universities? Accepted for the European Conference on Educational 
Research, 23-28 August, Glasgow, United Kingdom. Conference was cancelled.  
 
Five researchers from the Department of Education at UiO (Damsa, Fremstad, Solbrekke, 
Sutphen and a PhD student) and four international partners (Ewins, Örebro University; 
McCune, University of Edinburgh; Markauskaite, University of Sydney; and Sugrue, 
University College Dublin). One PhD student will be recruited for UiO. 
 

Molly Sutphen,* Tone Dyrdal Solbrekke, Crina Damsa,* Rachelle Esterhazy, Ciaran Sugrue, 

and Velda McCune. Academic hospitality and interdisciplinary teaching in higher education. 

Presented at International Conference on the Learning Sciences, 22 June, 2020, on Zoom. 

Molly Sutphen,* Tone Dyrdal Solbrekke, and Kristin Ewins. Formation of academics in higher 

education: Reflection for discerning praxes. Accepted for 7th International Academic 

Identities Conference, June 22-24, Roskilde University Denmark. Postponed until June 2021. 

Tone Dyrdal Solbrekke & Ciaran Sugrue (2020) Creating conditions for deliberative 

leadership. Paper to be presented at PRAXIS SYMPOSIUM III – ACADEMIC PROFESSIONAL 

AND STUDENT RESPONSIBILITY FOR A WORLD WORTH LIVING IN October 5-6, 2020, 

University of Borås, Sweden 
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Tone Dyrdal Solbrekke & Ciaran Sugrue (2020) Leading Reading circle on Chapter 4. Tone 

Dyrdal Solbrekke, Ciaran Sugrue and Molly Sutphen: Leading in a web of commitments: 

negotiating legitimate compromises. In Solbrekke, T.D & Sugrue, C. (Eds.) (2020) Leading 

Higher Education As and For Public Good Rekindling Education as Praxis. Abingdon, 

Routledge at PRAXIS SYMPOSIUM III – ACADEMIC PROFESSIONAL AND STUDENT 

RESPONSIBILITY FOR A WORLD WORTH LIVING IN October 5-6, 2020, University of Borås, 

Sweden 

2021: 

Tone Dyrdal Solbrekke: KEY NOTE  Academic Development in the Tension between 

Responsibility and Accountability On-line conference "Research on higher education" May 

19 2021 Örebro University; Arranged by University Pedagogy Center and the Swedish journal 

Higher Education   

Ester, F., Ewins, K. , Solbrekke, T.D., Sugrue, C., Sutphen, M. Creating meaningful education: 

The powers and challenges of formation, purpose and agency SYMPOSIUM at the Academic 

Identities conference, Roskilde  university (moved from June 2020 to June 21-23 -2021)  

- Solbrekke, T.D. & Sugrue, C.: Deliberative leadership in Public Universities: Promising 

Practices, Elusive Praxis? 

- Fremstad, E. & Ewins, K.: "The critical-constructive potential of academic 

development: A case study".  

- Fremstad, E: The (Trans) Formative Power of Purpose and Projectivity. A case study 

of teaching aimed to strengthen students’ capacities for taking societal responsibility. 

2020 

Molly Sutphen,* Tone Dyrdal Solbrekke, Crina Damsa, Rachelle Esterhazy, Ciaran Sugrue, and 

Velda McCune. Is there room for academic hospitality in interdisciplinary teaching in 

research intensive universities? Accepted for the European Conference on Educational 

Research, 23-28 August, Glasgow, United Kingdom. Conference was cancelled.  

Molly Sutphen,* Tone Dyrdal Solbrekke, Crina Damsa,* Rachelle Esterhazy, Ciaran Sugrue, 

and Velda McCune. Academic hospitality and interdisciplinary teaching in higher education. 

Presented at International Conference on the Learning Sciences, 22 June, 2020, on Zoom. 

Molly Sutphen,* Tone Dyrdal Solbrekke, and Kristin Ewins. Formation of academics in higher 

education: Reflection for discerning praxes. Accepted for 7th International Academic 

Identities Conference, June 21-23, Roskilde University Denmark. Postponed until June 2021. 

Tone Dyrdal Solbrekke & Ciaran Sugrue (2020) Creating conditions for deliberative 

leadership. Paper to be presented at PRAXIS SYMPOSIUM III – ACADEMIC PROFESSIONAL 

AND STUDENT RESPONSIBILITY FOR A WORLD WORTH LIVING IN October 5-6, 2020, 

University of Borås, Sweden 

Tone Dyrdal Solbrekke & Ciaran Sugrue (2020) Leading Reading circle on Chapter 4. Tone 

Dyrdal Solbrekke, Ciaran Sugrue and Molly Sutphen: Leading in a web of commitments: 

negotiating legitimate compromises. In Solbrekke, T.D & Sugrue, C. (Eds.) (2020) Leading 
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Higher Education As and For Public Good Rekindling Education as Praxis. Abingdon, 

Routledge at PRAXIS SYMPOSIUM III – ACADEMIC PROFESSIONAL AND STUDENT 

RESPONSIBILITY FOR A WORLD WORTH LIVING IN October 5-6, 2020, University of Borås, 

Sweden 

 
Other significant outcome of the collaboration in the project: 

Örebro University appointed Tone Dyrdal Solbrekke as a Visiting Professor from September 

2019 for two years in the first instance (renewed contract for one more year 2022), to 

grow the knowledge - base of the AD community at Örebro and to build research on 

academic development locally. The appointment builds on both the intellectual and 

collaborative contributions fostered within the Formation project.  

Ewins, K (head of steering committee): National conference on Research on higher education 

onl-line 19-20 May 2021 .  

 

Other info/and dissemination  

Project presented at Seminar in Lancaster University at the Department of Educational 

Research Oct. 10 2016: Formation and Academic Development: The Roles and 

Responsibilities of University Academic Developers -A cross-national and collaborative 

research and competence building project between six partners (01.09.2015-31.08.2019), 

Tone Dyrdal Solbrekke 

2016 Project presented at National meeting for ADs ¨Presentasjon for Norsk nettverk for 

universitets- og høgskolepedagogikk (Uhped) sin årlige nettverkssamling 01.12.2016 

Politihøgskolen, Tone Dyrdal Solbrekke.  Andreas Bergh and Tomas Englund presented the 

Formation project at a national conference organized by the Swedish Research Council at 

Örebro University, November 2016. 

The project had a poster at the NRC conference November 2016. Several internal seminars 

have been undertaken and informal information provided at all universities by members of 

the research team, and among leaders and other ADs in national networks.  

The project is met with interest among different scholars, and colleagues and 

representatives for students engaged in HE policy.  This is particularly so as the changing 

landscape of HE impacts increasingly the roles and responsibilities of Academic Developers. 

Many even indicate that we are courageous as we open up to doing research on ourselves 

and our own practices as ADs. The teachers and leaders who want to take part in the 

interventions are eager to learn more about what we mean by interventions and 

deliberative communication. This is important information for the projects’ participants as 

well as its various audiences. 

2018 UNIPED 40 years’ seminar: Paper on ADs’ Professional responsibility based on theory 

and empirical data from the project at four of the universities.  
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2019 
Ewins, Kristin: Presentation of project at the Swedish Higher Education Authority national 
conference on 23 May 2019 at Umeå University. Invited speaker in a panel on Building 
research on higher education in Sweden. 
 
Bergh, Andreas. Presentation of the Formation project at the Centre for Academic 
Development, spring 2019. The target group for the seminar was the academic developers 
working at Örebro University. 2019:  
 
2020  
Bergh, A: Using the book to inspire pedagogical development work at the Department for 
Law, Psychology and Social work, Örebro university November 2020.   
 
Bergh, A. & Englund T.: Presenting the book at Research seminar on Higher Education 
arranged by the Editorial board of the journal Education and Democracy  October 2020 
 
Fremstad, E & Ewins, K. (in progress) Projectivity and purpose: moving academic 

development from specialized periphery to central institutional actor. Presentation of paper  

Oslo University research seminar in June 2020 and  at Örebro University research seminar in 

May 2020  

Ewins, K & Bagerius, H. (in progress) Presentation of paper: An account of the strategic 

investment in academic development at Örebro University written in Swedish, planned 

submission to Högre utbildning at Örebro University research seminar in January 2020 

 
2020 
Applications research and academic development funding:  
Fremstad E. et al. (2020) Utviklingsprosjekt ved Institutt for medier og kommunikasjon UiO: 
Sammen om læring (SAMMEN) – Systematisk programdesign for studentmedvirkning. DIKU-
søknad innsendt juni 2020: 
 
Solbrekke, T.D., Ewins. K., Fremstad, E. and Sugrue C. (2020) PROJECT 'Developing 

interdisciplinary collaboration in higher education: The potential of deliberative leadership 

and pedagogy’ Application for research funding submitted to the Swedisg Research Council 

(Vetenskapsrådet )in April 2020 for project entitled 'Developing interdisciplinary 

collaboration in higher education: The potential of deliberative leadership and pedagogy’. 

Collaborative project between Örebro University and UiO. Tone Dyrdal Solbrekke as project 

leader and Kristin Ewins as co-project leader; Ciaran Sugrue, Ester Fremstad and Molly 

Sutphen are also part of the project team (This project was not funded – so a new effort in 

2021) 

 

Further research collaborations and grant proposals that have grown out of Formation 

project:  
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Along with some members of the research group; Kristin Ewins of Örebro University, Ester 

Fremstad of University of Oslo, Tone Dyrdal Solbrekke, of University of Oslo, and Ciaran 

Sugrue of University College Dublin), and with two other researchers (Line Markauskaite of 

Sydney University and Velda McCune of Edinburgh University) we submitted in May 2020 a 

new proposal for the FINNUT programme entitled,  Academic Hospitality in Interdisciplinary 

Education (Prinsipal Investigator: Molly Sutphen). (Not funded and a new effort in 2021) 

Along with Kristin Ewins (Örebro University) and Auli Toom (University of Helsinki), we 

submitted a new proposal in April 2020 for the Finnish Academy entitled: Nordic 

Collaboration for Academic Hospitality in Interdisciplinary Education (Principal Investigator: 

Molly Sutphen). (Not funded)  

 

2021 

Application to NRC in February 2021:  

Academic Hospitality in Interdisciplinary Education  

Project Leader: Molly Sutphen; Five researchers from the Department of Education at UiO 

(Damsa, Fremstad, Solbrekke, Sutphen and a PhD student) and four international partners 

(Ewins, Örebro University; McCune, University of Edinburgh; Markauskaite, University of 

Sydney; and Sugrue, University College Dublin). One PhD student will be recruited for UiO. 

Decision June. NOT funded, but new application will be developed.  

Application to the Swedish Vetenskapsråd submitted in April 2021: 

Student formation in higher education: possibilities for public good 

Project leader: Professor Tone Dyrdal Solbrekke, University of Oslo, Co-project leader: 

Associate Professor Kristin Ewins, Örebro University Other project team members: 

Professors Molly Sutphen, UiO, Lars Geschwind, KTH, Bjørn Stensaker, UiO and Ciaran 

Sugrue, UCD.  Decision to be taken Fall 2021. 

Survey among ADunit leaders in Norway and Sweden March 2020 

Questionnaire report: impact of Covid-19 on strategic leadership of academic development 

units Lise Toft Henriksen, Tone Dyrdal Solbrekke, Kristin Ewins and Lars Geschwind 

(unpublished report) 

Internal exchange of information and collaboration (see web site for earlier formal 

meetings) 

2019  2020-2021 

Since Fall 2019 a lot of time and recourses were by the Norwegian team invested in planning 

for the Final Seminar May 7, 2020 (later moved to on-line conference April 29, 2021). Kristin 

Ewins from the Swedish team joined the Norwegian team in arranging the 2021 conference.  

Due to pandemic year and increased and improved digital technology, both planning for and 

arranging the conference went more smoothly than previous years’ online collaboration.  
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Final meeting in the Formation team was arranged April 28 2021. The main activity in 

addition to meet the Norwegian Network for Academic Development to check conference 

details regarding the Reading Circles for the book, was a collective evaluation of the project 

(see separate document attached: ). 

 

Earlier work 

Vast amounts of information has been exchanged among all the collaborative partners 

through days’ seminars in Cape Town connection with the ICED conference November 2016 

and in Oslo August 30-31 2017 + monthly net meetings (most reported on the internal web-

site). In addition several sub-group net meetings and telephone conferences have been 

carried out in subgroups in connection with literature review, analyses, preparing for 

interventions as we have now moved into Phase 2 of the project.   

Seminar at Granavolden  May 2018 + meeting in Bolzano  Sept 2018 most useful for 

discussions on the interventions – and after conversations + a possible book proposal for 

Routledge. 

From September 2018- 2019: AS part of the analyses of interventions; iterative meetings 

have been carried out in the relevant sub groups during the year, both face to face meetings 

as well as cyber space meetings. Most time devoted to writing book chapters 

Seminar May 21-23, Granavolden. Coom work shop and feedback seminar on book chapters 

for the accepted book to be published at Routledge. Working title: Leading higher education 

as and for public good. 

 
 
 
“Collective” evaluation of the project work / process after second year 

The evaluation is a collective summary based on all the project participants’ individual 

reflections and collated by the project leader. As the project is both research and 

competence building, the group works consciously to find constructive ways of documenting 

and measuring progress with regards to the project aims articulated in project plan.  

 

 Objectives 

1 Research literature on academic development  

The international literature review (now published in SHE) has been a major undertaking 

carried out by four of the project members. A core finding is the great variety internationally 

in recruitment policies, ADs’ roles and responsibilities, status and work tasks in universities 

today. A significant distinction is made between those who are faculties or not. It is a 

comprehensive review that will be of great value for the group’s own competence building 

as well as when we report the project in articles etc. It also focuses attention on the 
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increased expectations from institutional leaders of ADs to contribute to change in 

universities. 

As part of the commitment to writing articles based on interventions, more recent literature 

reviews have been carried out and the production of articles and the book Leading higher 

education as and for public good will be a core contribution from the project. 

2 the articulated values and aspirations of five universities  

We have analyzed thoroughly the values and aspirations of two of the five universities (UiO 

and UNC-CH). We developed four orientations (traditional, scientific, entrepreneurial, and 

bureaucratic) to describe the goals and aspirations of universities as stated in their strategic 

plans and have used this as a starting point for deliberative communication on two ADs 

practice/praxis in UiO and UNC-CH.   

However, we need to continue to refine our understanding of UiT, UU, and OU. Also three of 

our teams have postulated a fifth orientation entitled democratic that we need to explore 

further and perhaps revise the orientations of the other two universities. The strategic plans 

of UiT and OU are analyzed. 

We have made good progress on objective 2. All of the interviewees in phase 1 noted that 

they found the interviews wide-ranging and useful for their work as leaders. The 

interviewees remarked with surprise that they had not expected the interview to be helpful 

to them. As we are now into phase 3 in which analyses of data is the main activity in parallel 

with paper for publication.  

In this area, when it comes to the university  the project has already done much to build 

knowledge and understanding of AD and its benefits to the work on quality enhancement 

within the institution.. This understanding, so far, has been primarily on the leadership level, 

but has been significant in helping the university leaders see more clearly how ADs’ work 

enhances the values and aspirations of their particular university when it comes to quality of 

education. However, this is still not a priority within all university leaderships, and this is an 

area that requires more institutional work. The work of ADs receives a high level of 

appreciation, legitimation and esteem, but some places there’s certainly more to be done in 

understanding it as central to fulfilling the university vision for education. The growing 

awareness of the differences in  organizing and working with AD provides evidence of  varied 

awareness on the part of to the university leaders regarding  their approaches to harnessing 

and articulating the roles and responsibilities of ADs and how they are intended to 

contribute to the ongoing format ion of the university, peers and students.  

The different orientations of universities developed through the analysis are helpful to the 

understanding of the current HE landscape and the values, aspirations, orientations that 

guide the institution.  

3          how university aspirations are interpreted by academic developers 
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Interviews were completed in all AD groups in the five participating universities by 

November 2016, and comprehensive analyses are ongoing.  Preliminary analyses have been 

reported at different conferences. 

The analyses moreover reveal interesting findings on ADs’ interpretation of aspirations and 

the evolving role of ADs as brokers enacting leadership when working with teachers and 

educational leaders at different levels.  The local contexts pau influential impact on the 

formation of ADs 

The analyses of interventions confirm the impact local contexts pay on ADs’ agency etc.  

 

4 how academic developers in five universities believe their values, goals and 

aspirations change in the course of their work 

This is a core issue of Phase 2 and the analyses of the interventions (carried out between 

September 

2017 and March 2018) and initial reflections of all ADs start in pre-conversations to 

interventions with their critical friends/those who are researchers in the respective 

intervention. After-conversations among AD and researchers is a crucial means for helping 

ADs to reflect on the changes and become more aware of their own praxis. 

The analyses of interventions have enriched us with how ADs have mastered and struggled 

with living out values in daily practice. 

5 how academic developers in five universities enact their values, goals, and 

aspirations  

This is a core issue of Phase 2 and the analyses of the video-taped interventions when 

completed (final date for all interventions March 2018). After-conversations among AD and 

researchers for intervention a crucial means for helping ADs to extend / open up/ broaden 

their repertoire for acting in practice – to see how DC may  be used in practice and also 

contribute to developing new approaches in teaching / facilitating for the public good 

(whatever we mean by that).  

See above 

6  new teaching practices that encourage education for the public good 

This is a core aspiration – and may be seen as an important outcome of all interventions: will 

be discuss as part of the analyses of the interventions (for most of us after March 2018 and 

with Johan as an exemption if we (Johan, Andreas and Tone finish analysis fall semester 

2017).  

The analyses of the interventions have contributed to encouraging ADs to try out DC in 

practice. 

7 how a virtual community of practice of academic developers and researchers might 

increase pedagogical repertoires and research capability  
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The team has worked hard to foster a virtual community of practice. This has been a real 

challenge as the IT group at UiO was not in a a position whereby they could develop the 

communication platform they had planned for and that the project team intended  try out in 

practice. Thus the work invested in this part of the project has been much more time 

consuming and demanding on the project leader’s part than expected and the cyber space 

meetings do not work as well as intended – however we have experienced real deliberative 

communication in sub-group cyber space meetings when working with data analysis and 

developing papers. We have reduced the ambition of deliberative communication in cyber 

space meetings for the whole group to encourage the development of a community of 

practice, because of technical problems. It seems as the technology is quite likely to become 

overloaded, and may not be suitable for more than  4-5 participants at any one time. Thus 

when the whole group is online, we use the meetings for brief information exchange etc. 

The meetings are nevertheless important in order to keep the group “together”. 

To develop DC in cyber space meetings demands a high level of commitment on all parties 

and that’s hard to achieve even when the interest is there and time constraints etc. There 

are so many pressures on academics and ADs and the “softer” areas of values and 

democratic responsibilities sadly fall far down the list. It’d be interesting to discuss concrete 

ideas for how this could be achieved.  

In phase 2 we use Adobe Connect and record pre- and post- conversations connected to the 

interventions.  

The digital technology is challenging and has not worked in accordance with what we 

expected. As a consequence we have reduced the amount of net meetings, and 

acknowledge that creating an online community of practice is hard. 

The reflection log from  January, written individually by all project members confirm the 

potential of using DC as an research approach, yet also how this approach takes time and 

requires trust among the critical friends and the person being “researched”. The different 

interventions have proved the courage it takes to stand up for you own values, and confront 

others to be true to you personal integrity,  yet also how being challenged by colleagues help 

you become more aware your own praxis – and help you develop agency to negogiate 

legitimate compromises in a web of commitments. 

8 a new research method based on interactive communication/deliberations  

We have committed to develop a new research method on interactive communication and 

the project team is energized by this challenge.  Already, we have the experience of working 

through some of the difficulties. We have developed a blog, and this allows the whole team 

to read and reflect on what their colleagues have analyzed, learned, or read. The online 

conversations may then be more focused. See also comments above.  

Another finding is that the researchers and ADs involved in the project do not find the time 

to blog much. The blog does not work as intended. 

We anticipate developing DC in terms of pedagogies and approaches. It has great potential 

for academic developers and staff to provide a framework in which to conduct difficult 
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conversations or for academic developers to support academic staff in their teaching – with 

regards to contribute to the public good in an increasingly diverse HE. The seminar in August 

2017 brought us closer to planning concrete ways of doing this in practice.  

The seminar in May 2018 (and after conversation in sub groups throughout the year) were 

most helpful with regards to ADs’ reflections on their own roles, and increased awareness of 

the values they want to live out (which may be challenging due to local traditions and 

practices)  and how their values  may change..  

The researchers on interventions as critical friends contributed to this reflection in different 
ways. The analysis and writing process initiated further and new insights. The abductive and 
iterative deliberations throughout analyses and writing processes, based on the principles of 
DC have proved both promises and challenges with DC. It has a great potential, and as a 
team we believe this is an approach that promotes leading and teaching as and for public 
good. HOWEVER, it requires the will and effort to develop trust among colleagues, and it 
certainly not a quick fix approach. In the writing seminar May 2019 we also experienced how 
the principles of DC also align well with other formative feedback practices – and writing as 
process approach.  While DC as it was originally developed by Englund (2006), we have 
experienced through the process that reaching legitimate compromises may be a more 
fruitful concept than ‘consensus’ in practice. As consensus through argumentation  may not 
be reachable in all situs, legitimate compromises as an outcome of deliberative 
communication open up for decision-making in which not ‘the best argument’ necessarily 
‘wins’, as there is an acceptance of what is the ‘best’ argument is contingent on the 
perspective from which it is spoken. Using deliberative communication to reach legitimate 
compromises, may help us see that we all - within and across complex and different webs of 
commitments - have to compromise, and demonstrate the will to change practice, yet 
without becoming ‘compromised’. There is a limit to what we see as legitimate decisions for 
action, and if decision-making is challenging the values you as an academic hold dear, it is 
your professional responsibility to speak out and try to make a change. However, what a 
legitimate compromise requires is the will to investigate why you disagree, and it requires 
the courage to stand by your values, articulate them, while also being willing to change your 
practice, as a result of deliberative communication. In our view, negotiating legitimate 
compromises thus require a more critical investigation of your own praxis; the integration of 
values, knowledge and action, and your will to change in the meeting with others. Consensus 
on the other may creative a more passive attitude if consensus implies agreeing to disagree 
– where do we then go? And, if primarily concentrating on arguing well for your own stance 
– a risk we may run in deliberative communication if consensus is based on the capacity to 
formulate ‘the better argument’.  Particularly in the context of 21st century public 
universities, we must be wary how traditional ‘critical thinking’ may conquer those with less 
articulated academic language, thus not encourage equal opportunities for all as a public 
good. 

 

Organization of the project and collaboration in light of ambitions in the plan 

Shared responsibilities and leadership of the project  
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Much time between October 2016 - October 2017 has been devoted to financial and 

administrative work – time consuming both for project leader and adm/eco staff at UiO, but 

also for the project partners (main responsible coordinator and eco staff) at OU, UU, /UiT. 

Different national and institutional practices have caused some challenges.  From an 

institutional point of view, there has been much to learn about both structural and cultural 

obstacles that may arise in cross institutional and international collaboration. This is time 

that institutions must take account of in planning research projects.  

The research and competence building project is well lead and responsibilities are shared, 

while also providing members of the Community of Practice (CoP as the project team 7 

ADs/researchers and 3“pure”/researchers) without formal leadership responsibility with the 

opportunity to take on responsibility for parts of the work. A particular positive feature of 

how the project is lead is combination of leader(s) ensuring that the work progress as 

planned,, while staying democratic in terms of decisions and also trusting the ability of the 

group members to “deliver”. Also support and guidance are important features of the 

leadership of the project.  

The shared leadership between Tone and Ciaran continues to be very well-functioning and 

found to be effective and fair; also essential not to overburden one person. The care and 

thought the leaders have devoted to mapping out the work and project is impressing. Their 

leadership style and approaches are entirely in line with one of the project goals to build the 

capacities of academic developers, we really appreciate their enthusiasm, way of including 

everyone and human warmth! However; it is also good sometimes that leaders just decide 

what needs to be done – and that we not need to discuss everything. Due to this last 

concern, more decisions have been done by Tone and Ciaran after e-mail exchanges and 

discussions on the blog. An example is the conclusion made in Spring 2017 about not going 

for a special issue in IJAD. Unfortunately because of Tones situation (partly sick leave etc) 

between Oct 2016 and Oct 2017, Ciaran and Ester who has got more time in the project to 

assist Tone, have got more demanding tasks to deal with than originally planned for. 

It is important to premise remarks here that while we talk about us as CoP, responsibilities 

are not evenly distributed—thus some have greater commitment of time and resources than 

others. Some are at the higher end of the resource/ commitment scale. Most have enjoyed  

the  work and the collaboration, but  there are times too when there is  a sense, rightly or  

wrongly, that too much responsibility falls back on the project leader and co-leader, thus 

necessary to discuss the leadership and distribution of  responsibility. Perhaps a more 

judicious use of time is called for—so that there is more thinking and perhaps less doing 

time, while the doing too cannot be ignored!  

A shared leadership approach has been strength for the project, yet it is contingent on 

flexibility and again – living out the principles of DC in practice. 

Individual contributions and learning outcomes so far in the project 

The contribution varies according to the distribution of responsibilities. Some have 

contributed to presentations and publications on this project. Most report that knowledge 

about academic development and research capacities have grown as a result of this project, 
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and some report that they have learned a lot and it is a great way to get into the field of 

higher education. A challenge is to adjust the empirical work in relation to the research time 

available in the project. 

See comments above, particularly under point 7 and 8. 

2018 and 2019 have been devoted to the book chapters, and we are happy to see a book to 

be published on Routledge – as a valuable outcome of the project. 

Face-to-face meetings work  

These meetings have been very valuable for both project specific as well as for social 

reasons. They are very inspiring and nice people to collaborate with, sharing ideas, working 

hard and challenging each other! Tone could not attend The Meeting in Cape Town in 

connection with ICED 2016 and only partly the Meeting in May 2017 – thus more 

“cumbersome” planning and following up process. The physical facilities in Cape Town were 

so bad that video recording was not possible. 

The meetings have been where we make the most progress. We have continuously 

discussed the form of them though and have adjusted the form and approaches to what 

content we want to work with (whole group - walk and talk – sub-group discussions). May 

meeting was also used for feedback on papers – found useful for many, but need to find a 

more efficient way to do it next time – which will be in May 2018.  

To develop meetings – as deliberations – are dynamic and never ending processes. An 

intensive and challenging task and competence building for the CoP! 

A two-days writing seminar on the book in May 2018 for the whole group – and even though 

two participants could not attend, the combination with skype worked as a good substitute 

to involve those two members in dialogues when needed. 

Cyber space meetings  

Due to experiences from 1st year (elaborated in Oct 2016 report) we have concluded that the 

cyber meetings work for dissemination of information but not for wide-ranging, intellectually 

stimulating conversations. It is still hard to see how such an online communication platform 

can be made to work well in practice. We would so like to see it done! However, the 

technical support by Tore Bredeli Jørgensen provides to help us use Adobe Connect has 

helped us make it more interactive. All CoP members should now have access to video 

record meetings. 

SKYPE turned out to be used and worked better than ADOBE CONNECT for sub-group 

meetings. A lot time and frustration invested in trying out the ADOBE technology… 

The web site  

The web site is an invaluable repository for our work and very useful for public information. 

BUT we have also developed a more internal active blog and the archive is good. We are 

highly dependent on the admin support we get from Ulf Grefsgård at UiO to show to 

colleagues interested in the project.  Need to further discuss how this can be done in an 
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effective way in relation to other work and the time that is available for the project. Make 

data and overviews of it available to all (on our closed website if possible). The blog is 

promising, but in order to make the blog functional and fit for purpose, everybody must 

commit to use the web site more regularly.  See comments above. The participants do not 

use the blog regularly and it has become more of an archive than interactive dialogues. 

The web site partly works, but it is time consuming to update such sites, and even though 

UiO has good support by adm. person, it has required much adm time of the formal project 

leader. Nevertheless, we have also got response from other academics that they have found 

useful information about the project at the web site. 

 

Summing up:  

We have learnt a lot about how time consuming OUR project is as it is both a research and 

competence building project – process and product oriented. We have made some progress 

with developing a shared understanding of the core concepts Formation, Deliberative 

Communication and Community of Practice, yet also acknowledge that how to do DC in the 

CoP practice is still somewhat “challenging”. It requires a lot of deliberations and “wise” 

considerations. To open up for reflections about our own practices as researchers and ADs is 

a relatively new activity…. WE are more used to doing research on others….It is also 

challenging to develop a CoP within the whole team when not all participants can attend 

meetings and seminars. Due to working conditions and other concerns, it has become 

problematic to arrange for that.  

Doing interventions together with teachers and leaders and the pre- and after conversation 

with peer researchers as critical friends, have however worked well and stimulated a sense 

of CoP between and within sub groups.   

The work of the project group has proved that Academic Development and research must be 

intertwined.  Particularly in a time when the landscape of HE is rapidly changing and roles 

and responsibilities of ADs are extended. The value of dialogue and “controlled conflict” of 

terms and values are good for AD as practice.  
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Section I. Questions about project objectives 

 

Overview of the Likert scale responses 

 

1. To what extent do you consider that the project contributed to research literature on 

academic development? It contributed to a: 

Very significant 

degree 

Significant 

degree 

To a degree Not at all Do not know 

4  6    

 

 

2. Do you consider that the project was successful in articulating the values and 

aspirations of five universities? It was: 

Very successful Successful Somewhat 

successful 

Not successful Do not know 

2 4 3  1 

 

 

3. Do you consider that the project succeeded in articulating how university aspirations 

are interpreted by academic developers? It was: 

Very successful Successful Somewhat 

successful 

Not successful Do not know 

3 6   1 

 

4. Indicate whether or not academic developers in five universities believe their values, 

goals and aspirations change in the course of their work in the project? It was: 

Very successful Successful Somewhat 

successful 

Not successful Do not know 

5 3    1 

Note: missing 1 response 
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5. The language of the Formation project was predominantly English. To what extent 

did the use of English only help or hinder you? The use of English in the project: 

Helped me 

significantly  

Helped me 

somewhat  

Made no 

difference  

Hindered me 

significantly  

Do not know 

3 4 1 2  

 

 

6.  To what degree has your participation in the project been as a member of a 

community of practice? It was to a: 

Very high 

degree 

High degree Some degree No degree Do not know 

1 4 5   

 

  

7. In what ways has the project advanced a new research method based on the 

combination of insider-outsider, critical friend and deliberative communication 

approaches? It was: 

Very successful Successful Somewhat 

successful 

Not successful Do not know 

5 (i) 4 2 (i)   

Note. (i) indicates that the same person has made two responses for this question 

 

 

8. Did the experiences of collaborating on an edited volume increase your capacities to 

lead higher education as and for public good? The experience: 

Helped me 

significantly  

Helped me 

somewhat  

Made no 

difference  

Hindered me 

significantly  

Do not know 

6 3 1   
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Collation of the Likert scale responses 

 

1. To what extent do you consider that the project contributed to research literature on 

academic development?  

 

It contributed to a: 

Very significant 

degree 

Significant 

degree 

To a degree Not at all Do not know 

4  6    

 

Elaborated answers by Likert scale response: 

 

Very significant degree 

a. The project has resulted in really good and well elaborated publications, both with 

regard to articles and the Routledge book. During the process of the project issues of 

leadership and deliberative communication came to be very central, which I see as an 

important contribution and message for future academic development work.   

b. Several important articles are published, and in addition the book. I consider 

particularly the review article of ADs’ role and responsibilities and the book as an 

important contribution to the research literature. The article gives a relevant 

“overview” of the research field of ADs, which I have used a lot both in my research 

and in my practice as AD. The book seems especially relevant as a response / reaction 

towards neoliberalism with quality assurance, competitions, production, NPM - as 

overall values!  

c.  I think the publications (both articles and the anthology) are artifacts that can not be 

overlooked if you want to get into research in the roles and identities of AD’s. 

Bringing forth the connection between “leadership” (on different levels) and 

“academic developers” the project has brought concrete knowledge in the subject 

area, but it has also developed forms and methods for colleagual development – 

bringing research and practice together.  

 

d. I am so pleased that we collectively decided – at the invitation of Tone and Ciaran – 

to do the book Leading Higher Education As and For Public Good. In a way that 

individual articles published in different journals never could, the book provides a 

holistic picture of the research area. It has already proven a valuable resource for 

discussing the complexities of developing and leading higher education as and for 
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public good and sustainability. My sense is that its impact will give rise to innovative 

research and also more activist-oriented development work. The articles coming out 

of the project have also been significant, and by being published in high-impact 

journals, have validated the results of the project. Nonetheless, I believe that it is the 

book in particular that will have a lasting effect on future research and practice.  

 

 

Significant degree 

 

a. Have we contributed to a tectonic shift in the field? No, we have presented solid, 

high quality research focused on academic development in several articles and gave 

presentations at various conferences, mostly in Europe. However, not all of our 

publications focused directly on academic development, for example our book. 

Leading Higher Education spoke primarily to deliberative leadership, with our 

research using academic developers as a means to exemplify various aspects of 

deliberative communication and leadership. The book is a sideways glance at 

academic development, but it does raise questions for academic developers that 

might lead to more research on the context of academic development.  

 

b. One can never be quite sure of the ripple effect of published papers, conference 

presentations, and book chapters, but given that this work has been peer reviewed, 

published and engaged with that is a definite positive, and the ripples continue!   

 

c. To be honest I think this question is difficult to answer in the colons mentioned, as it 

depends on what you are referring to and it is difficult to know. However, the 

amount of papers, chapters and presentations is significant and from a subjective 

point of view there is a lot of significant contributions that have been produced in the 

time period. When that said, if I try to elaborate a bit more on how I consider that 

the project has contributed to research literature on academic development: I do 

think that it has contributed with a lot of insight on how the context, roles and power 

matters and works within the selected institutions that we have looked closer into. It 

has also contributed with insight of how different stakeholders within the institutions 

matters (especially leaders), but also how much their understanding of academic 

development and what ADs actually do matters. It’s also significantly interesting to 

see that the way leaders position ADs -  influences how they can operate and be 

empowered to influence educational change, as ADs are dependent on leaders that 

provide them with information and a “space for manoeuvring” within the 

organisation.  I value that there are such various contributions from the project, and 

that the same institutions are looked into from different angels. A final remark is the 
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very impressive contributions from delivered especially from the leaders of the 

project, that have produced and contributed to a very large extent within all parts of 

the project. Especially the book is really a great contribution with several interesting 

chapters. 

d. In my view, both articles and the book provides important input in the form of 

empirical findings and moreover perspectives to the research literature as well as the 

discourse and practice of academic development. In particular the perspective of 

deliberative leadership and contribution to higher education as and for public good 

are quite novel to field, contributing to an emerging emphasis on this also from other 

researchers – thus also timely. (considered answering very significant…). 

e. I think we in some contexts make a difference – where we get into position of 

discussing the book. I am less sure about the papers, as they are ‘out ‘there and 

circulate – are referred to or not…. However, I am sure that Kristin’s efforts in 

Sweden to distribute and use the book has made a profound difference. So, in many 

respects, it is up to us and how we use the literature that will make a difference. IF 

we find it important and relevant, we may introduce it to others – and in turn make a 

difference due to the fact that we had the combination of theoretical and empirical 

chapters. I am also certain that Torgny’s review, added to make that contribution to 

the research literature more evident. Thanks to him   

 

f. Important conceptual development and ambitious analyses of interventions  

 

2. Do you consider that the project was successful in articulating the values and aspirations 

of five universities?  

 

It was: 

Very successful Successful Somewhat 

successful 

Not successful Do not know 

2 4 3  1 

 

Elaborated answers by Likert scale response 

 

Very successful 

a. I think we went to considerable trouble to ‘extract’ values from strategic plans and 

interviews with top leaders, probably captured well in the ‘orientations’ paper, which 

was also a development of Barnett’s work. Could we do more—yes, and an emergent 
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issue from this work is just how important values are – thus the necessity to pay 

more attention to how their traces and influences are manifest in our day to day 

language, behaviours and interactions with colleagues and others.  

 

b. Yes I think it was, although I think we have much data that would deserve more 

publications. (AB) 

Successful 

 

a. We studied two in more depth than all, but we did develop enough of an 

understanding of the other three (Ørebro, Tromsø, and Uppsala) to be able to put 

the work of academic developers and university leaders into a rich context. For 

example, because we gathered enough information about Ørebro at project 

meetings, I was able to put Kristin’s work into context for the chapter on intellectual 

virtues for the book.  

 

b. Because of the analyses of the strategic plans that was done systematically within all 

institutions. This combined with the interviews with leaders that were in position to 

articulate those values were a great contribution. One thing we could have done – 

maybe – was to be more critical when it comes to leaders “own branding” of how 

they did their work (and maybe also to a larger extend addressed it in 

methodological discussions), but when that said – how leaders “construct” their roles 

and responsibilities and present this is also significantly interesting in itself (so to 

address this in more depth is just a suggestion, which may not be necessary). All in 

all, I do think that the project was successful in articulating the values and aspirations 

of five universities  

 

c. Yes, my sense is that the data collected from steering documents and interviews with 

leaders at the five universities were used to illuminating effect in the publications 

that came out of the project. I wonder though, whether there was at times a 

tendency of exaggerating certain characteristics of the different universities, perhaps 

in order to make them easier to compare and contrast. In some of the published 

work, I don’t feel I can recognise my own institution in its full complexity, though it 

may, of course, be my own biases that get in the way.  

d. *no response  
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Somewhat successful 

a. I still think it is hard to analyse values and aspirations on a “university level” by 

analysing policy documents and interviews with leaders. But it says something about 

the discourses of values/aspirations, of course.    

b. My answer here is  “medium” because to my knowledge, the indepth analysis of 

values and aspirations found in strategic plans were performed not on all five 

univerisitites, but on UNC-CH and UiO. Also, I think that a full picture of values and 

aspirations cannot be found in strategic plans.  

c. I do not think we have worked thoroughly enough in articulating the values – even 

though the book chapters indicate – and in particular chapter 6 on Kristin’s practice – 

values. Our plan was to make more substantial analyses of the values articulated in 

strategic plans - which we did only with some of the universities. However, the 

interviews with leaders at different levels, indicated values, and I do see that more of 

the values are more visible when we dig into the data. As for example on the ideas of 

leading and teaching. Those of us who have done that kind of analyses, ‘see’ the 

values clearer. It will be interesting to see how the papers in progress – which have 

more on values - will be published.  

 

Do not know 

a. I amm not quite sure what to answer to this question, it might be because I have to 

admit that I was not so involved in this part of the project  

 

3. Do you consider that the project succeeded in articulating how university aspirations are 

interpreted by academic developers?  

 

It was: 

Very successful Successful Somewhat 

successful 

Not successful Do not know 

3 6   1 

 

 

Elaborated answers by Likert scale response 

 

Very successful 
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a. The interviews with the different actors within the four universities gave a very 

valuable picture of how university aspirations were interpreted, not only by the 

academic developers but also by other actors in the university structure. This 

visualized both interesting tensions between different actors and also put the light on 

how different the cultures are in the four universities.  

b. Yes, this has been very clearly analysed in the chapters of the anthology and in 

articles. One of the main outcomes of the project, I guess.          

c. Yes, I can’t quite believe that the project actually manage to do this so well. I love the 

way we did the interventions and how we documented them afterwards. It was in 

some ways a “messy” process, but I got so much out of it, both on a professional and 

on a personal level, and I think too that we could distil many useful reflections, or 

even “lessons”, that were worth sharing with the wider community of researchers 

and practitioners.  

 

Successful 

 

a. Yes and no. Because of the time we devoted at project meetings to general 

discussions about our work over dinner or during catch-up conversations, I began to 

understand how academic developers at Ørebro and Tromsø interpreted their 

universities’ aspirations. I did not have enough contact with Johanne at Uppsala, and 

I doubt that many of my colleagues understood UNC-Chapel Hill.  

 

b. I’m inclined to respond here that we were successful in illustrating the complexities 

of the struggles involved in teaching to be more consistent in terms of what we 

espouse and how our pedagogies may reflect or betray those loyalties—complexity, 

fragility and work in progress come to mind, and we drew new attention to these.  

 

c. The project was succeeded in articulating how university aspirations are interpreted 

by academic developers in diverse and many interesting ways (due to the 

contributions). The interviews revealed how employees’ that are differently 

positioned within the institution articulated the university aspirations in their 

everyday work 

d. This question can be seen as illuminated in several publications, in addition to the 

indepth analysis in Sutphen et al 2019,  thus I believe we were more successful at this 

point.  

e. I think the empirical part of the book demonstrates how ADs are loyal to – or try to 

challenge – what they interpret as their responsibility as ADs. I do think that all the 

intervention chapters demonstrated how the ADs became more aware and changed 
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their praxis (at least want to) after having worked with their own intervention and 

being observed and challenged by critical friends. To some extent it seems as we as 

ADs developed a courage (which is core in order to enact professionally 

responsible)to introduce themes in our courses that facilitate more critical reflection 

on individual practices with help of DC. To exemplify, the chapter on Ester’s practice 

demonstrates how she tries to influence a traditional practice within her AD unit. The 

chapter on Johans’ practice revealed how loyal he felt towards the ‘call’ from his 

university and that he through the intervention came to realise that he taught 

against his own ideals. The IJAD paper that Ester was lead on, revealed how different 

ADs practice – even when they felt a bit ‘compromised’ by the orientation of their 

university.  

f. *No response  

 

Do not know 

a. I not sure what to answer here – because the project has made me more conscious 

about my own role and the aspirations as AD at our university, in relation to UiT’s 

aspiration. But – I do not really know whether this is mainly for me (and the other 

project members) or for the research field of academic development. 

 

4. Indicate whether or not academic developers in five universities believe their values, goals 

and aspirations change in the course of their work in the project?  

 

It was: 

Very successful Successful Somewhat 

successful 

Not successful Do not know 

5 3    1 

Note: missing 1 response 

 

Elaborated answers by Likert scale response 

 

Very successful 

a. Emphatically yes, though I temper this with not knowing Johanne well enough. Over 

the years, especially when we met face-to-face, we discussed our values, goals, and 

aspirations. For example, I had several one-to- one conversations with Kristin and 

began to see changes over time. Kristin has shifted from an ambitious (in the best 

sense) leader focused on getting her unit up and going to an ambitious (again in the 
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best sense) leader focused on leading people to realize and bring their best to their 

work.  

 

b. I can only answer for myself here and I do not wear the title AD. However, what I can 

say with considerable conviction is that participation in the project made me more 

aware of values, and even more aware of the struggles we engage in as we seek to 

vindicate our espoused positions- to use a Wittgensteinian term, this struggle is 

always ‘on the rough ground’—a work in progress, an important struggle, particularly 

in a climate where competitiveness and accountability promote selfishness and 

compliance rather than generosity and a more collegial culture.  

c. I can just answer for myself here. As already mentioned – I have become more 

conscious about my own values, goals and aspirations as AD throughout this project. 

And, I have become more aware of that these values are important to “fight for”, in a 

way; - they are “under threat”. (RS) 

d. I’m not sure I could answer for the other academic developers here, but for me, the 

project has been truly transformative. Perhaps not so much in the ways in which I 

interact with the colleagues I’m meeting in the classroom (when I teach a course) – I 

think I work quite intuitively in a teaching context and always have done – but 

definitely in other areas of my practice as an academic developer, and even more so 

as a leader of an academic development unit. This is true both in terms of how I 

understand and reflect on my broader social and professional responsibilities in these 

roles and in terms of how I understand and reflect on the multiple relationships that I 

negotiate on a daily basis in order to reach the legitimate compromises that help me 

and my team do the best work we can for teachers and in turn – and most 

importantly – for the students.  

e. I do think that those of us who really engaged thoroughly with our own goals and 

values, experienced change in the sense that we became more aware of what we 

believe will contribute to making higher education as and for public good, and how 

we can contribute as ADs.  

 

Successful 

a. *No response (TE) 

b. My impression is that the project has been a great place for reflections, to zoom in 

and zoom out both in space and time. Although I cannot say for sure (as I am not and 

AD myself) that the participating ADs values, goals and aspirations actually have 

changed, my experience is that the project indeed has contributed to make 

everybody more aware and knowledgeable. In that way the project has been an 

important arena for collegial deliberations, providing the participants with a more 

elaborated professional language.  



35 
 

c. For myself, it has been challenging and somewhat “transforming” to participate in 

dialogues and critical discussions within the project. It has led to some changes in my 

view on “normativity” and agency.  

Do not know 

a. I actually do not know how the rest of the project members feel about this. Nor am I 

sure that changed values, goals and aspirations is in itself a criteria of success.  

Missing response 

a. I am sorry, I think it’s difficult to elaborate more on this question, as I am not sure of 

what you are thinking of here. If you are thinking of us as academic developers 

“operating” within five universities, I believe our own values, goals and aspirations 

has changed as a result of my work in the project. To speak for myself, it has been 

very rewarding (but also a bit thought-provoking) to really see in a more systematic 

manner both the opportunities and challenges ADs are operating in within their own 

institutions. The see ADs will to challenge the way employees are working with their 

professional responsibilities as teachers has been inspiring, but it also made me 

aware of how important it is that leaders support to create a stong AD community 

within the institution, that manage to support and build up the ADs.  

 

5. The language of the Formation project was predominantly English. To what extent did the 

use of English only help or hinder you?  

 

The use of English in the project: 

Helped me 

significantly  

Helped me 

somewhat  

Made no 

difference  

Hindered me 

significantly  

Do not know 

3 4 1 2  

 

Elaborated answers by Likert scale response 

 

Helped me significantly 

 

a. I think it helped all of us to present and publish in the arenas our universities (for 

good or for ill) respect. 

 

b. Clearly, for me, having English as the lingua franca of the project was to my 

advantage. However, in my capacity as editor of much of the work that was 
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developed during the project, it required of me being more attentive to language and 

meaning making, that was an important contribution to my own language use as well 

as an appreciation of how concepts and ideas to and don’t traverse language 

boundaries and cultures.  

c. This question is double. On the one hand, it is always easier to speak your native 

language (in our case Norwegian or Swedish). On the other hand, the presence of 

English-speaking colleagues have helped us all to develop our professional English, 

which thereby has contributed to growth in our roles as academics.  

 

Helped me somewhat 

a. As we are writing in English, its better to use English. However, when I am thinking 

back I felt – in some of the interviews that I took part in, that some of the people that 

we interviewed could have needed more explanation when it came to the English 

(and the jargon that we as a research team are so familiar with.. but some of them 

barely know the Norwegian words for ADs (and that tell us something). But also 

other words that we use may be difficult for others to interpret. Especially in one 

interview, where we did explain for example what AD meant in the beginning, it still 

seemed like they needed some more explanations) 

b. I agree with Ester that there should have been a category for “hindered me slightly´. I 

do believe that the language helped me to develop my English. However, to express 

my values, my opinions and aspiration in English has sometimes been challenging. 

However, overall - I found it helpful in relation to develop my academic English. 

c. While having to talk English in most of the collaboration to some times hinders me to 

elaborate conceptual nuances etc., I have experienced that having to press myself to 

clarify and try to elaborate what I mean, may have helped me with deconstructing 

and reconstructing my understanding of different phenomena.  I have also realised 

that having to use English implies using more time/more words to get the 

point/argument articulated – which may be annoying for others…       

d. *No response  

 

Made no difference 

a. I was happy to use English and I don’t think it made any difference to my ability to 

participate fully in the project. I also appreciated being able to speak some 

Scandinavian though and learning a bit of Norwegian in the process.  

 

Hindered me significantly 
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a. In fact, it is absolutely a challenge to articulate one’s deeper thoughts and discussions 

in English. Sad but true. But the project is “international”, so I think this obstacle 

could not have been treated differently.     

b. If there was an option for “hindered me somewhat”, I might have chosen that 

alternatve. I found complex discussion hindered by us all having to speak English. 

Nuances got lost, thinking aloud and elaboration of reflections were hindered and 

simplified among non-English natives – which actually constituted the majority of the 

participants, and misunderstandings due to language took a lot of time and energy 

away from substantial discussions.  

 

 

 

6. To what degree has your participation in the project been as a member of a community of 

practice?  

 

It was to a: 

Very high 

degree 

High degree Some degree No degree Do not know 

1 4 5   

 

Elaborated answers by Likert scale response 

 

Very high degree 

a. I have really enjoyed being a part of this community of practice, with researchers and 

ADs who are engaged in the same field as I am. It has been very inspiring, and I have 

learned a lot. Both as a researcher and as an AD.  

 

High degree 

a. This is a complex issue. There were a number of communities of practice: the team as 

a whole, my collaborative role with the PI, and various other groupings involved in 

writing papers and chapters. Each brings its own particular personae and consequent 

sets of dynamics. Some communities are more instrumental than others—getting the 

job done, but there may not be much growth in the process with means-end 

dynamics. Of course there are times when ‘difficult’ conversations are unavoidable, 

and when in uncharted territory, out of our more usual comfort zone, but potentially 
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in a zone of proximal development, the possibility is there for insight and growth as 

long as the deliberative process remains positive, a subjective determination from 

moment to moment by individual participants that may alternatively foster growth or 

defensiveness.  

 

b. I think the project leader (Tone) has encouraged us through the project to take the 

roles as members of a community of practice. Of course, there have been discussions 

with different opinions, but overall with great respect and in a climate of deliberative 

attitudes.  

 

c. For me this changed over time. At the start and early stages of the project, I was – 

and felt – on the periphery of the community of practice. It wasn’t that I didn’t feel 

welcome or that I didn’t want to engage, it was more that I was fairly new to the role 

as academic developer and also poorly versed within the research field. I was still 

deeply engaged in my discipline-specific research and the networks related to that 

practice and that was my first priority, though I really enjoyed being part of the 

project from the start and loved discussing both my own practice and that of 

colleagues in the context of deliberative communication and formation. The ethical 

dimension of the project has always been close to my heart, and I think that was one 

way in which I got drawn into the project more and more. I gradually got the hang of 

what the project wanted to do and what the key questions were. Of course, these 

had been clear all along – in the documentations and discussed at the meetings – but 

I still think it took me a while to internalise them and gain enough confidence to feel 

that I could, in fact, both contribute to the project as well as gaining from it. I’m not 

sure quite what the turning point was, but at some point perhaps two years or so 

into the project it became clear to me that by discipline-specific research had slipped 

to the periphery and the Formation project now occupied the centre of my priorities 

when it came to both my research and practice. (KE) 

 

d. *No response  

 

Some degree 

a. I felt I was part of a community of practice with some members of the Formation 

group but not all.  

 

b. You as leader of the project has facilitated the meetings in a really nice way. For me 

the different phases in the project was bit different. The first year of the project I was 

on research leave, I spent some of the time in Oslo and had time to answer all the 
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commitments within the project. I took a lot of responsibility for the work that was 

expected to be done and answered. After the first year the roles and responsibilities 

at UiT and other projects sometimes was conflicting the fully participation (as for the 

first time in my career I really felt there was a mismatch between the amount of 

responsibilities at home as I had to develop a large courses alone and implement 

them within the institution and at the same time participate in several other 

obligations without any administrative support at all (mening for instance that all 

announcement, follow up of 100 participants where I was contacted, as a result of 

many of the participants age (and the fact that I am a woman I think also played a 

role here)… that they contacted me to answer nearly everything, from 

announcements, recruitment issues and how to access canvas). This was on top of 

many other duties, but the worse thing was that nothing was done to get an end to 

it. Not even when I got three months payment (from the university “macro” level) to 

finish my Professorship application nothing was one to get someone to take over my 

teaching responsibilities or other duties. I was surprised that this was happening, but 

when I attended a course with a lot of female associate professors that was working 

on their own applications I understood that several had meet worse situations when 

they were close to their professorship. Anyway, this is history, but If someone at my 

university had lifted some fingers, I would have had no trouble to combine both my 

application and my research duties. I am just saying this to explain why I did not 

partake as much in the last years as the first. At least not as much as I normally would 

have done. To be honest, this period nearly broke me down completely – also 

because there was no solutions or change in sight … and it made me losing the spirit 

a bit. I am proud (?) that I managed to not end up in sick leave so my colleagues 

would have ended up with the tasks…. However, I am not that sure (now when I look 

back) that that was a wise and correct solution for me in the long run. When I look 

back to all the work in the nights and weekends, I see that it had too many costs. 

However, I have learned a lot out of it. Also what I will not do the next time – if the 

working conditions change so immediate. My instincts is that I can always manage, 

but I think of it differently today.  

 

c. I’ve been participating, but the project is such a small part of my daily working life as 

an AD, so it is hard to talk about a community of practice in the Lave definition, I 

guess.  

 

 

d. As discussed in the project: building a community of practice was an aim, but for 

several reasons proved more difficult than anticipated. Distance, as well as language 

may be one reason. Another may be that only a small part of our everyday working 

life was dedicated to the project and mutual commitment and shared responsibility 

takes time, but also, I guess, relies of doing actual work together – working towards 
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common goals. Such commitment and mutual understanding and responsibility 

proved difficult to realize across distance, cultural and language differences, in the 

scarce time that many participants had to engage in the project. It may also be that 

the range, somewhat abstract and complex nature of the goals of the project 

contributed to making a community difficult: it proved difficult, and we spent a lot of 

time, discussing what we actually meant by central concepts of the project. 

Sometimes these discussions were fruitful, but not always.  

e. From my perspective as the project leader, I must divide the answers into three; 

1. I tried to facilitate for developing the whole team as a community of practice 

without succeeding well, in the sense that some members remained marginal 

members –  and peripheral members for very different reasons 

2. I have however, in some periods, had the ‘feeling’ of an emerging CoP in the 

team, yet not an established CoP 

3. I have experienced some of the sub-groups and writing teams as CoPs  

  

7. What ways has the project advanced a new research method based on the combination of 

insider-outsider, critical friend and deliberative communication approaches?  

 

It was: 

Very successful Successful Somewhat 

successful 

Not successful Do not know 

5 (i) 4 2 (i)   

Note. (i) indicates that the same person has made two responses for this question 

 

Elaborated answers by Likert scale response 

 

Very successful 

a. I believe this methodological piece of our work to be most significant, perhaps even a 

tectonic shift. It led to a new theory about leadership (deliberative leadership), and it 

speaks to some of the significant problems that arise when social science researchers 

‘pretending’ that we do natural science research, with hypothesis testing, double-

blind research designs, and other follies. Because the combination of insider-

outsider, critical friend and deliberative communication approaches are iterative and 

dialectic as a triad, we acknowledge that as we go along, our theoretical frames, even 

our research questions may – indeed should – change. Such changes leave us open to 

new and/or more interesting questions and ultimately to better research.  
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b. It was first a bit tricky to find our use of deliberative communication both as a 

normative ideal, analytical perspective and idea for teaching. But I think that we over 

time, working on it and writing texts, found a way that definitely contributed to a 

research method with a solid theoretical base. For me that has been a good source to 

inspiration also in other parts of my research.  

c. This is one of the main contributions (to the educational research) from the project. 

The design of interventions – and the performance of them – are highly original and 

could be a kind of role model in future “formation” projects.   

d. I think the project has shown how qualitative methods can be combined in a way that 

both produces valuable research and develops good practice at the same time. Living 

deliberative communication has been a challenge through some parts of the project, 

but it’s been a formative journey whose workings haven’t been immediately clear, 

but whose effects have been transformative.  

Successful 

a. Having worked previously with the insider-outsider aspect of doing research, but in a 

more limited manner, this was nevertheless important across language, cultures and 

experience in recognising the necessity to listen, perhaps a perspective I need to 

cultivate more as part of a deliberative process, and the engagement over the 

lifetime of the project certainly brought that lesson home to me. By contrast, for 

various reasons I’ve struggled with the notion of #critical friend’ finding it just a tad 

too sweet or syrupy, and here too, perhaps I find deliberative communication a set of 

more robust and useful principles and practices.  

 

b. Advanced a new research method. I think this question is difficult to answer, and 

maybe  a bit leading … To elaborate: I think the combination of insider-outsider, 

critical friend and deliberative communication worked well in diverse ways in the 

different parts of the project. I think we could have elaborated a bit more n the 

implications of the methods in more details, but this is just because I am interested in 

these matters, not because the approach was not good enough – just a wich…  

c. The methodology has been interesting, also the focus on deliberative 

communication. But - the DC has been challenging and I have to admit that I am not 

sure whether this is a “new” way (not method – but approach?) to communicate, or 

whether it is the same as dialogue based communication with respect for each other.  

d. *No response* 

 

Somewhat successful 
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a. Insider-outsider is not that new, and even if we used it successfully,  I am not sure 

how much we added (but I may be wrong). But DC, as well as critical friend  - I guess 

we developed a novel way of using as methodological approach.  

 

Very successful AND Somewhat successful 

a. I think it has worked very well  

1. in the interventions I have been involved in, and also in some of the collaboration 

about papers.  

It has worked less well for the whole team. It has been 

2. successful in some situations – but not always  

I think this has to do with (as also the previous question does) to what degree people know 

each other, the different level of commitments to different responsibilities, and level of trust 

among the participants. It has also been hard to develop trust-based communication on 

ADOBE CONNECT meetings with poor digital help. It might also have to do with different 

research interests and will to invest time a shared project like this in a group of 10 person 

across nations – particularly when we have not been able to meet as often as would have 

been required to develop a sound CoP.    

 

8. Did the experiences of collaborating on an edited volume increase your capacities to lead 

higher education as and for public good?  

 

The experience: 

Helped me 

significantly  

Helped me 

somewhat  

Made no 

difference  

Hindered me 

significantly  

Do not know 

6 3 1   

 

Elaborated answers by Likert scale response 

 

Helped me significantly 

 

a. I was already a card-carrying member of the ‘higher education should be as and for a 

public good,’ but what the project has given me is insight into how to live out this 

belief. In my teaching, I have long asked academic staff to consider how what they 

teach in higher education might contribute to a public good and how they might 
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contribute in positive ways to their students’ formation. The Formation project has 

given me even more examples of why and how we might consider what is a public 

good; and how using  deliberative communication and relying on critical friends can 

contribute to a public good.  

 

b. I want to preface my remarks here by indicating that career stage may have a 

significant bearing on responses to this question. AS someone coming to the end of 

his career, and paid employment, it may be that I can afford the relative luxury of 

being more critical of what I observe around me, policies and their implications 

intended and otherwise. From a globalised perspective, more competitive and 

market driven, teaching and its formative influences on students struggles for 

appropriate attention when research and research dollars are being privileged and 

the criteria on which promotion frequently hinge. Teaching for formation is an 

important public good, and this project has taught me to sit up and take notice of this 

and, in so far as is possible, to act and speak accordingly.  

 

c. What the future will look like for all of us is yet to see, but personally I indeed think it 

has enriched my ideas of how to lead higher education as and for public good.  

d. Through the work on my own case, I came to acknowledge both personal and 

professional possibilities as well as hindrances for leading course participants in 

fruitful deliberative dialogue about the societal purpose of higher education – and 

how to realize this purpose through educational practice. In addition to this insight, I 

gained confidence in the endeavours and my own capacitates to pursue the ambition 

to include this in my practice. This confidence and insights came from 1) experience 

that academics from the variety of disciplines find it important and engaging – but 

also that they struggled with including it in their own teaching; thus I realized that 

taking the time to explore this in courses is important and relevant, and 2) through 

deliberative dialogues with the researcher. Through partaking in other parts of the 

book, in particular  the chapter where I was one of the researchers, and were we 

used the concept deliberative leadership to explore the case, I also developed similar 

insights and confidence important to pursue a role as someone who leads in the form 

of leading discussions, but also through deliberatively contributing and influencing 

perspectives, thinking and practices with the aim of contributing to HE as and for 

public good.  

e. I have worked hard with the book, both as co-editor and author/co-author, and I like 

to think that through these experiences – I have become more aware of weaknesses 

of my diverse approaches, yet also some of the strengths I have to contribute to 

higher education as and for public good. I believe in the value to fight for this – never 

give up – even when it seems hopeless. Negotiate and find legitimate compromises 

to seek inclusive, sustainable leading and teaching approaches have become more 
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and more important for me. Deliberative communication and attitude may be hard 

to practice, though important to promote public good in my view.    

f. *No response  

 

Helped me somewhat 

a. I do think that I have become much more aware of more detailed/ different aspects 

how to lead higher education. The interventions has been quite rewarding and 

develop my own understanding  

b. I really needed to dig into the data and the literature in order to be able to write the 

chapter. It was challenging – and I learned a lot.  

c. It made me digest our experiences from the project and also learn from others.  

 

Made no difference 

a. *no response  
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Section II. Formation questions 

 

1. Give an example of how your praxis has changed your practices (as either or both an 

academic developer or researcher).  

 

I. I believe even more strongly than before I started on this project that all voices in a 

research group need to be heard, as has my belief in the need for respect for all 

those voices. I have long held that participation is a key to harmony in research 

collaboration. However, this project has shown me how the level of participation in a 

group can also be an important signal. A lack of participation may signal problems of 

power differences or personal or research goals that are not aligned. A lack of 

participation may also simply be a sign of fatigue, and a need for coffee. I am also 

more aware of the tempo and timing of research discussions. I am now more alert to 

a lack of participation that might signal that all are not treating each other as equals 

or with respect. I am also more aware of the dangers of when I dominate a 

conversation (whether to flex my intellectual muscles in public or out of an 

abundance of enthusiasm) and try to hold myself in check.  

II. In my teaching and engagement with colleagues, and others, I continue to make 

efforts to be more reflexive regarding my own actions, while seeking to be more 

deliberative, particularly connecting my espoused values with being and doing in the 

world. For example, this very evening my students, online with make a brief 

presentation where they combine their personal, professional, organisational and 

leadership actions as a means of articulating their leadership credo, reminiscent of 

Dewey’s Pedagogic Creed.  

III. The most concrete example for me is the way we made very concrete use of rather 

abstract theoretical concepts as deliberative communication, leadership and public 

good.  

IV. The knowledge and thoughts related to the different situations within the various 

universities has affected me as an AD, both how I work, thing and speak of ADs roles 

and responsibilities within the institution. The importance of understanding ADs 

potential influence on how the university and leaders has contributed to my 

understanding and awareness. It has also contributed to that I see my own roles and 

responsibilities as with a “brouder range”. Of course I was aware of the #public good” 

side of the work before I attended the formation project, but I do think my 

understanding and awareness has increased.  

The contribution to teachers and teams developmental processes through courses and 

consultations, but also I have become more aware of my own possible contributions when I  

collaborate with others across universities and sectors to influence the development of 

teaching and learning within a broader picture, much broader than the institutional level at 
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my own institution. I have involved myself more in strategic work and become more aware 

of ADs agency as a group and my own agency as an academic developer  

V. As an AD I believe I have become more confident on my own values and aspirations – 

I have taken a clearer position. The feeling of support – and that there are others 

who emphasise some of the same values and aspirations for ADs’ work as I do, has 

been very inspiring. I “speak more out” in discussions when educational development 

is discussed. I also thematise our responsibility as academics for the society, and I 

also do it at our courses. I am also more aware of the course participants’ own 

competence as teachers and I want to “activate” their competence in our courses 

and in consultations. We have done this before, but this has become even more 

important for me as an AD. To raise the topic regarding our responsibility for the 

“public good” has also become important for me, and I have had several interesting 

discussions about what “public good” can be at our university. However, it is still a 

challenge to be concrete / more specific about what public good is.  

As researcher I have become more confident, taking part in a very including and kind 

“society” of researchers in the Formation-project has given me a feeling that I have 

something to contribute with in research.  

VI. I think working with the analysis (together with researchers, critical friends) of my 

own teaching, has given my insights in how to practically work better with more 

participatorial discussions.   

VII. The focus on the normative dimension and the purpose of higher education in this 

project has made me consider my role and responsibilities as an AD in light of these 

(praxis) , - and this has motivated and enabled me to include the question of the 

societal purpose of HE in my courses (practice).  

VIII. Oh gosh, I’m not sure I could say. I still find praxis and practices terms that are 

difficult to separate when thinking carefully about my experiences. I’m thinking that 

an example of my praxis is that I attempt to put words on what I or other people 

around me are feeling, as a way of challenging, developing, acknowledging or 

affirming what we see and feel as a group. I haven’t always had the confidence or the 

self-reflection to live this out in practice, but I think this is an area in which I have 

developed. A concrete example was on Thursday last week, when I was leading a 

meeting of the larger network of colleagues that make up the Centre for Academic 

Development at Örebro. I had heard from one member of the group that at the 

previous collegial seminar, which I couldn’t attend, only female colleagues had 

turned up. The colleague I spoke to had drawn the conclusion that this pattern 

reproduced a common pattern in academic, where women are diligent and loyal to 

their colleagues, whereas men prioritise the tasks that best advance their careers. 

Whatever the reasons behind the absence of men at the seminar (they should have 

comprised almost a third of the participants), I felt that I needed both to help the 

men in the group to reflect on the gendered behavioural patterns that were being 

reproduced on this occasion by their failing to attend, and to acknowledge and 
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validate the frustration felt by the female colleagues in the group, who, I suspected, 

felt that they had every bit as much to do as their male colleagues, yet prioritised a 

seminar with the aim of creating a collegial exchange of experiences. After everyone 

had checked in to the meeting, I said “it’s important that we prioritise our joint 

seminars, that’s how we build competencies and collegiality among ourselves; I just 

wanted to share with you a reflection I made about the seminar last week, that only 

women attended”. I could see the women who’d been at the seminar nodding their 

heads and I got two calls afterwards thanking me for bringing it up, as this was 

something that they’d been thinking about a lot since the seminar. At the same time, 

I felt that I had steered clear of anger or confrontation with individual colleagues. 

Some, if not all, of the male colleagues absent from the seminar had valid reasons, 

but they may not have reflected on what effects their priorities at that moment had 

on their colleagues. I felt that my praxis in this context, of trying as far as possible for 

me to acknowledge and affirm different feelings and perspectives, led to a practice 

that – hopefully! – productively addressed public good (gender equality) with respect 

and honesty. I’m curious to see at the next seminar whether my practice had the 

intended effect, or else I’ll have to resort to other means…  

IX. I am more reflective on how I want to lead, develop and carry out university 

pedagogy courses to promote DC as and for PG.  

X. I organized a conference on higher education, democracy and citizenship at Örebro 

university twenty years ago with Martha Nussbaum as key note speaker and with 

publications in Swedish in Utbildning & Demokrati 2000 vol 9 (1), Studies in 

Philosophy and Education 2002 vol 21 (4/5) and participated in ASHE conference 

2002. One can compare the formation project with this conference making 

notifications of interesting differences seeing the formation project going deeper 

concerning different methods and coming closer to the higher-education-praxis 

resting on a communicative reason and focusing the tension between public good 

and private good  

 

2. Give an example of how your practices have changed your praxis.  

 

I. See answer to question 1.  

II. The example above indicates that back and forth nature of practice-praxis, in a pas de 

du that, at least, I like to think, enhances both.  

III. Even though I think I already before was quite aware on the relation between agency 

and context, I think the project has improved my understanding of how we always 

are situated in specific situations and always have the possibility to act. But I am not 

100% sure that I answer the question here… 

IV. See above.  
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I think that I have a broader picture when I think of developmental processes within the 

university, and how ADs have a potential important role in this. In my practise, I am also 

more explicit about ADs roles and responsibilities within the institution 

To be more concrete – I have written reports and contributed more to strategic work and 

become more aware of ADs own agency  

V. I have answer this question under question 1.  

VI. I am more reflective about my own meta-reflection of theory than before, thanks to 

the interventions processes.  

VII. Dialogues with course participants (practice) have made me aware of the 

complexities and disciplinary variation concerning values, purposes and educational 

aims, but also the generic nature of the role of a societal orientation and focus on HE 

as and for PG (praxis).  

VIII. In terms of interaction with leadership, I worked hard with my practices initially, to 

move away from an approach of making fairly direct demands, perhaps a bit 

blinkered by my own perspective, to making more open suggestions or sowing seeds. 

It’s so easy to complain about leadership and what they do or don’t do, but it rarely 

works. I find that it’s both more interesting and effective to try to think in different 

perspectives and make suggestions that take different roles into account and put 

students first and so on, and to put these positively. I think these practices that I have 

consciously developed over time has now led to a praxis that come naturally and is 

well embedded in how the whole AD unit work with leadership and other parts of the 

organisation. One recent example is a suggestion we’ve put to IT and two other 

administrative departments and then also to the prorector and university registrar 

about how to plan for developments of digital learning environments and tools to get 

a more holistic view of needs, priorities and possibilities with students and teachers 

and their educational needs at the centre. We had a wonderful response and will get 

going straight after Easter. With a different approach with the same idea, it could 

easily have created conflicts (lots of prestige within this area) or even antagonism 

(sensitive toes).  

IX. I have designed new research together with other partners/academics at UiO and OU 

in which we build on the same method as in Formation.  

X. See last question [Q1]  

 

3. Give an example of what you experienced when we used DC during the project period. 

 

I. As a group, I found that we did not use DC consistently or successfully during the 

project period.  Some of us tried, and some simply did not understand how to put it 

into practice. Thus, we ended up with an odd dynamic, where those who did not use 
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DC were in conversation with those who were using it. One incident stands out for 

me, when at a project meeting, we had just had been discussing how well we were 

using DC, when the discussion turned to authorship. Some members of our research 

team continued to use DC, while others stopped or had never used it. The incident 

starkly revealed how some did not hold all voices as equal or respect them. There 

were no legitimate compromises in sight, and I found it counterproductive to 

continue in a situation when some used DC and others did not.  

II. Enlightenment and frustration, sometimes one, sometimes the other. Here, 

language, culture and individual characteristics create the kind of dynamic processes 

alluded to in a comment above. Perhaps a significant dimension of this is individual 

capacities to deal with or avoid conflict. There was a well rehearsed episode at a 

meeting where, tensions rose between Tone and Tomas, and as the former indicated, 

the rest of us present retreated from the fray—arguably not very collegial, and 

perhaps also a failure to work with the principles of deliberative communication 

when the going gets tough. Arguably, also, in such circumstances, we abandon our 

collective responsibility to the group, retreating to the relative safety of our own 

cocoon.  

III. After the project was finished I have written an article with a focus on collegial 

deliberation, which for med became a way to bring the concept of deliberation into 

research on teacher collaboration.  

IV. We used it when we planned the intervention in Tromsø, We also followed the 

structure when designing the session. This was very useful and structured the 

intervention in a useful way 

Other parts of the project have also followed DC and it has worked well as I see it.  

V. In the project group, I have to admit that I often felt a bit confused when DC was 

practiced. This because we spend so much time just discussing and used so much 

time before coming to an agreement. There were many strong voices. However, 

what I really learned a lot from was the case study of one of the experienced ADs and 

the way she worked with the leadership at a faculty. It was very interesting both to 

observe and to analysis this case.  

VI. I experienced a good way of reflecting together, trying to come to some common 

ideas about what we were doing (often taken for granted), for example, working with 

“deliberation”.  

VII. In general, it was surprisingly difficult in the project group. To a rather large degree, I 

think, due to language difficulties. It felt a bit awkward to pursue a specific form of 

communication and thus having this meta perspective on our communication. 

Moreover, addressing conflicts in such large group may not me the best way to 

pursue DS. In particular when the conflict, for example concerning authorship or 

writing processes,  concerned only some members of the group, while the rest 

became sort of an audience.  
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VIII. It was a mix between frustration and joy. There was a frustration of actually getting 

there, or getting at what DC in practice means. It’s much easier to write about than 

to actually do. But I also liked it. Trying for it and believing that it’s possible.  

IX. When we were at Granavollen and provided feedback to each other on our 

interventions, I experienced DC, so did I in Uppsala with Andreas and Johan.  

X. The idea of deliberative communication has to be understood in a long-time-

perspective with its attempt creating a deliberative attitude. I think the project made 

some progression and also developed an understanding of the relation between dc 

and public good.   

 

4. Explain how you have used deliberative communication outside of the Formation project? 

 

I. I have used DC in a course I teach with Tone at UiO. We have both tried to teach its 

tenets and ask course participants to use it in small groups. I think we have had 

mixed success. It is a tricky concept to adapt quickly, and some had more trouble 

than others with it. For example, those who wanted Tone and me (as ‘the teachers’) 

not to be their equals, while others saw the potential of its use for seminars and 

embraced DC. 

II. Only yesterday, I had a rather difficult conversation with a doctoral student who had 

his Viva on Friday last. Let’s say, his behaviour towards the examiners and in the 

post-viva feedback session, he went so far as to say that he found a particular 

perspective they had expressed regarding his work as ‘disgusting’- arguing that he 

was saying it to their faces, rather than behind their backs. I spoke with the chair and 

one of the examiners afterwards at some length, as well as the candidate, who 

remained in combative mode. He, candidate, had a very different view of the 

examination process to those on the other side of the table. I was troubled by these 

accounts and thought about them over the weekend, but resolved to have a 

conversation with the candidate, at an unspecified future date. That opportunity 

arose yesterday, as we had a phone conversation on another matter. The 

conversation evolved, and gradually I inserted, largely through questioning, into the 

conversation feedback I’d received from the chair and internal examiner (the 

external examiner was Australian). The upshot of this hour-long deliberative process 

was that at his own initiative, he indicated that he’d contact by phone the chair and 

internal examiner to apologise for aspects of his behaviour, indicating that this was a 

new experience for him and that if he had transgressed, which they had indicated he 

had, he was remorseful and apologised. At his request, I provided a formula of words 

he would use in a similar email message to the extern examiner.  

I know he had those two conversations last evening, and, glad to say also, I received an email 

from the extern today, sharing his exchange of messages with the candidate, acknowledging 

his apology and signalling that all should move on.  
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Without the benefit of my engagement with deliberative communication during the 

formation project, I would certainly have been more apprehensive about having the 

conversation with him, and might well have shied away from ‘doing the right thing’ as I saw 

it. With the right attitude, and a greater sense of responsibility, to oneself and the collective, 

my sense is that all concerned have learned from the situation, and are the better for it.  

III. As I mention above, I have used it in other research. But in addition to that, I think I 

also have brought DC with me into other situations, both professionally and privately.  

IV. I use it as a “thinking tool” – as something I bring with me when I think of how to 

make sure people are heard and involved in developmental oriented projects for 

instance. I sometimes use it in my teaching 

V. DC is still a somewhat “blurred” concept for me, - but the value of listening to 

different voices, to be open for other arguments – is what I find important when 

discussing with other. It is not always easy but – it is something to strive for. At our 

unit, there has been reorganising and several “heavy” discussions about how to 

organise our work, in this somewhat challenging processes it has been important for 

me to meet “the others” with respect. It has been challenging – and it is still because 

I disagree with the “turn” out work has taken. Still – I think I have good relationship 

with my colleagues. For me, I think the main values from the Formation project – 

have made med reflect more about how to meet other people when I disagree with 

them.  

VI. In my own teaching of students, at seminars.  

VII. To a large degree DC is a natural form of communication, and the way many of us 

aim to communicate both in professional and personal lives.  

VIII. I try to live it as much as I can, but would say that the most satisfying context is the 

weekly online meetings with my team. Very informal, yet with an absolute focus on 

the professional issues at hand. We start by going round the room, sharing where we 

are right now (workwise) and whether we need support with anything. We then raise 

current questions that we need to discuss with colleagues. Sometimes opposing 

views, sometimes legitimate compromises, very often affirmation of our core values.  

IX. See above, but to add more: I try to remind myself of demonstrating deliberative 

attitude and using DC regularly in my daily practice when collaborating with others in 

LINK where we come from very different perspectives. I use it also in the Faculty of 

Dentistry by explaining when I think negotiations I observe may be characterised as 

DC. Also in research method -doing focus group interview in a DC manner – 

encouraging all voices to be  heard, tolerated and negotiated to reach legitimate 

compromises.  

X. For many years and with inspiration historically from John Dewey, Martha Nussbaum, 

Jürgen Habermas and Ronald Barnett  
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- As you reflect on the project, give an example of a leading/teaching/research 

practice new to you that you believe cultivates a public good.  

I think the two leaders, Tone and Ciaran, made a good job putting the text together and that 

they took the time to deliberate on conflicting issues. 

 

5. As you reflect on the project, give an example of a leading/teaching/research practice new 

to you that you believe cultivates a public good.  

 

I. In terms of my research, I am even more convinced than I was when we started that 

it is important to understand the dynamics of formation and how to foster it for 

public good. I consider another public good to be the combination of iterative, 

dialectical methods we use. They serve to raise curiosity for why we do what we do – 

for what purpose – and in turn make us question whether our purpose is the right or 

appropriate one.  

 

II. Following on from what I have just written above, but perhaps my thought processes 

have now been funnelled in a particular direction, deliberative communication, easy 

to say, has much to commend it, but it remains a challenge to execute, while, as m y 

example above, when handled with appropriate delicacy, has considerable formative 

potential.  

III. As I understand this question the term “new” is central here. When reflecting on the 

project, I would say that the interventions was a bit challenging, at least at first. But 

coming into it, I think it was an educative experience.  

IV. See examples above [question 5]. When we planned and developed the intervention 

in trmsø DC was used  

V. I am not sure what to answer here – it might be that I do raise this as a topic in our 

courses.  

VI. Se answer 1.  

VII. Insider-outsider research. In my experience, this approach increase self-reflection but 

also nuances theoretical understanding.  

VIII. I would pick the examples I used under 1. and 4. Above.  

IX. See answer under Q4  

 

6. As you reflect on the co-authorship of our edited volume, or other articles, what stand out 

as most energising and fun? 
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I. The most energising and fun part of our work together was working collaboratively. I 

love sharing ideas with others and learning new ways of approaching research that 

answers questions. As I have noted in other parts of this document, the work 

together is also the most difficult part of collaboration. The Formation project has 

piqued my curiosity about the energising/de-energising process of collaboration and 

led me to start research on a form of collaboration, academic hospitality. 

II. I think the stand out moments for me, most frequently, in conversation with Tone, 

were on being frustrated by apparent ‘blocks’ in the writing process, through a 

deliberative process, there were ‘ breakthrough’ moment that were energising and 

insightful, that provided impetus to persist and to make progress with the writing.  

III. I have specifically appreciated the move into higher education. This is a context we 

spend our working days in (at least under more normal circumstances than the 

pandemic).  

IV. The conferences and meetings with opportunities to discuss  

V. Working with Andreas and Tone has been so inspiring!  

VI. [No response]  

VII. Writing the case studies. The closeness to practice, the practical translation of our 

ideals, and the theorizing of our practises have given positive energy both for my 

writing and for my practice.  

VIII. Working closely with Ester on the writing of chapter 8!  

IX. To see how texts develop and recognise a red thread through the book, yet not least 

when authors have come together and developed ideas and texts (eg. A good time in 

Spain with Ragnhild and Andreas ) yet also in many other collaborative groups. It 

has been a pleasure to co-edit with Ciaran as we both have trusted each other and 

felt highly committed – even in very hard periods…   

X. I think that one strength with the volume is that the different parts of the work relate 

to each other and works as a progression starting from different central concepts and 

using these concepts through the interventions coming to an understanding and 

promise of deliberative leading.  

 

7. As you reflect on the co-authorship of our edited volume, or other articles, what stand out 

as most challenging? 

 

I. What I found most challenging was how to work with those who were not open to 

using DC. I objected to the premise that only some had to put in the work of engaging 

with DC. My solution to get the work done was to have as little engagement as 
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possible with the co-authors and colleagues I found difficult. However, this is not a 

solution. It meant that I too was not using DC, nor was I working in a community of 

practice. Instead, my experience of the project became wonderful work with a sub-

group of our community of practice. Yet, despite it being productive, such behaviour 

is antithetical to collaboration.  

 

II. The search for meaning and clarity, particularly when the struggle is to know what 

you think you know and don’t know, and being able to use the writing process, and 

attendant conversations as a means of making progress. More generally, Editing 

chapters written by colleagues for whom English is not a first language, and even 

when it is, recognising how personal language use is, and deeply rooted in culture, 

increasing awareness that my use of Hiberno-English is a particular cultural 

phenomenon, thus creating a greater awareness of culture and language use, 

perhaps encouraging me to work harder and in a more considered way with texts 

produced by others.  

III. I think that varied between different chapters. But overall, I think the greatest 

challenge must have been for you two as editors.  

IV. Our “home situation” at our own university at the particular time (specially in the 

middle of the project) and how this effected my own participation in part of the 

project (as I told you I had no admin at all and lead huge projects (with a lack of 

understanding of different parts of our work)  

V. Finding time for the work  

VI. My own short-comings in the process. I am also actually more negative to writing 

articles with other scholars after the project, both due to my own intellectual 

working process and to the hardship syncronizing different thoughts in one text. 

Sorry. 

VII. Different understandings of and approaches to co-writing, mixed with individuals 

pressure/focus on publishing for merits have not been supportive for collaborative 

writing. Geographical distance may also have made it more difficult, since we did not 

have the same digital options for communication available as we have now.  

VIII. Carving out the time for the writing work. Writing critically about the practices of 

colleagues in the project.  

IX. To include all in the writing process…  

X. Creating a coherent volume which succeeded  

 

8. What would you identify as the ‘stand out’ learning that contributed most to your 

formation through participation in the project? 
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I. What stands out for me is the strength that can come from collaboration, and the 

importance it has for the health of a research community.  

II. The combination of deliberative communication with webs of commitment and 

legitimate compromises, and attempting to work through, from concept to practice 

to praxis is a major challenge, but worth the struggle.  

III. The joy in bringing intellectual discussions, work and new friendships together!  

IV. The project in itself, the different and interesting views and people, the discussions 

and the different angles that were drawn into the conversations. The further 

awareness of different forms of formation unfold within the frames of the different 

universities  

V. Being more aware of the role and the responsibility as an AD, my own values and 

aspirations in my work.  

VI. The intervention process (in relation to the article on deliberative learning).  

VII. The still ongoing work to change my own practice  - and praxis - to include HE as and 

for PG  

VIII. I would say the “web of commitments” and “legitimate compromises”. These 

concepts have really helped me understand the complexities of my position in the 

university, and develop my work with colleagues, staff, students and leadership.  

IX. Being project leader and continually remind myself of the need for DC and DA to 

reach negotiate legitimate compromises when people either disagree or even have a 

conflict.  

X. The collective experience  

 

9. As you reflect on your formation through the project, what would you identify as the most 

demanding challenges?  

 

I. I found it difficult to find ways to collaborate when not all are open to treating each 

member as an equal and respecting all views, even when there is disagreement. I also 

realized that formation is difficult to study because it is hard to pin down and 

requires a vague definition that is a pastiche of concepts (professionalization, 

transformation, identity formation).  

II. A particular kind of frustration for me, given my penchant for using too many words 

rather than too few, is an insistence by collaborating colleagues to explain too many 

words, rather than allowing the words one chooses to do that, while of course 
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acknowledging that there is always a need for maximum clarity, but that does not 

necessarily always necessitate being ‘concrete’  

III. I don’t know if I should call it a challenge, but my feeling is that there is so much 

more that can and must be said. We have lots of data that deserves further analysis, 

and that is a bit challenging in relation to the time available.  

IV. The short time limits, the many tasks that was demanding to cope with in parts of the 

project (even though there were many messages and demands in the first phase, I 

had a very free position in the first part of the project). The feeling of having no 

choice but to “follow orders” even though the time limits were challenging, especially 

because there were sometimes too short timeframes  

V. To “grasp” the meaning of the concept DC, the challenges with practising DC in the 

group and some of the tensions between some of the project members.  

VI. I didn’t have enough time for the project. Another thing was writing together, it was 

quiet challenging for me in all aspects.  

VII. Not holding a permanent position made it challenging to engage fully in the project, 

both because long term planning was difficult, and because I felt pressured to focus 

on publishing and not spending too much time on developing my own practices, in 

the form of developing further the course I taught.  

Also, some conflict between individuals in project, and challenges with co-authorship took a 

lot of energy form the substantial work. But I guess it contributed to my formation in some 

ways.  

VIII. Being the object of a study. Having to watch myself teach. That was challenging, but 

deeply formative in a very positive way.  

IX. Same as Q8  

X. To create a sustainable creative learning and discussion / deliberation  

 

10. What advice would you offer to others embarking on an international collaboration? 

 

I. Collaboration: Keep the number of collaborators small. If there are those who have 

problems collaborating, structure their work to be as their constructive as they are 

able and dampen their destructive influences. Acknowledge difficulties and invite, 

but do not expect, all to contribute to solving problems.  

Meetings: Face-to-face meetings are essential. All meetings need to combine information 

needed for the work (deadlines, guides for writing), collaborative work (writing, editing, 

developing research instruments or presentations, interpreting data), discussion about 

progress and troubleshooting problems, and PLENTY of time for individual conversations.  
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Milestones: Celebrate the completion of them.  

II. Choose your ‘team’ with care and consideration!  

III. One issue that we finally landed very well in, but that give us some extra work was 

the consequences of the preparation face, where the universities in different 

countries used different models for calculating the costs for the participants.  

IV. You all did an excellent job. I only think that it was all too much demands and e-mails 

in parts of the project (as mentioned above). The lead of the project was excellent 

and I am impressed of the energy and results 

V. It is so important to spend time together, to have the possibility to work and discuss 

the project over several days. Further, to spend time with good food and wine – with 

discussion and laughter – that’s important for “making” the group.  

VI. Hmmh… To set up time for this in advance.  

VII. - Acknowledge that collaboration across institutional and national boarders may be 

challenging. Explore available digital solutions for collaboration and make a plan for 

how to use it, in collaboration with expertise if necesarry. Everyone in project must 

learn to use it.  

- Not have to many participants,  - or if many, make sure everyone is committed 

and have enough time 

- Plan a structure that distribute responsibility (e.g. circulate responsibility for 

hosting project meetings)  

VIII. Make sure you have personal experience of the people you will be working with.  

IX. Be wary of language challenges and cultural differences, tolerate different 

perspectives and think through power issues that may occur in such collaboration  

X. To successively build a research group, a research community  

 

11. If we could re-live the project, what would you suggest from your experience we should 

do differently in order to better enhance individual and collective formation in an 

international research project?  

 

I. Most of us are academic developers, yet at the start of the project, we did not 

structure our meetings in ways that we know lead to good collaborative work. We 

spent hours in long meetings and had too much time for open-ended discussions. 

When we changed our approach to ‘working/workshop’ meetings, our meetings 

became more focused on shared work, and I believe that changed our direction for 

the better.  
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II. Hindsight is always 20-20! That said, it is important to recognise that in a longitudinal 

project, engagement waxes and wanes depending on what else is going on in 

individuals’ lives while it is also the case that some had considerably greater time 

investment in it than others. Perhaps then a Gant chart from the outset, indicating 

timelines, and responsibilities would have been of assistance, and may have saved on 

the necessity for ‘nagging’ emails from time to time.  

III. This is hard to say, each project is like a journey where you learn while doing it. I 

especially enjoyed the combination of social and academic gatherings. In the 

academic work we found new paths throughout the project time, such as leadership 

and public good. I think it’s a good quality to be open for such new influences, but 

also to hold on to where we started. I also enjoyed being in the different countries 

physically.  

IV. Your work was excellent, but if the project should be further developed. Maybe other 

parts of “formation” could have been included and elaborated further – if there were 

more time available ..  But when that said, what was done was impressing  

V. It really took some time before I realised that you as leaders of course had worked 

several years with the main idea in the project and had a much clearer understanding 

of the whole idea and the values than us who were “newcomers” into the project. I 

believe that it is not much to do with that – but it might be enough just to be a bit 

more aware of these different “entrances” into the project. I was sometimes a bit 

confused, special in the beginning of the project, because I could not really “grasp” 

some of the main point in the project / main concepts in the project.  

VI. Individual authoring of articles event if the formation process is collegial?  

VII. - Perhaps reduced the number of participants. It has been a challenge that members 

with only limited time set aside for the project has not been very engaged.  

- Take turn hosting the projects meetings: for ownership to the project. And, if not 

meeting online, everyone gets to see the “home” of the others, met some of their 

colleagues etc.  

- Include more “writing retreats” for collaborative writing 

- Better technology is now available, provides better opportunities for shared 

responsibility (e.g. Teams) 

- ? reduce complexity of project aims?  

VIII. The early online meetings were a challenge with all the technical difficulties we were 

having. That would be much less of an issue in the future, of course. In the early days, 

there seemed to be quite a few people drifting in and out of the project. It meant, 

perhaps, that it took a little longer before we knew each other well.  

IX. Same as Q10, but also be wary that trust is not built in one day – and we should not 

have relied so much on digital communication when the aim is to develop a CoP.  
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Maybe a group of ten people is too big?  I would have arranged for more physical 

meetings in which sub-group activities and plenary meetings could be closely 

connected.  

X. We did it right  

 

12. Are there any other reflections you have on your project contributions/ participation that 

have not been included above and that you would like to record here? 

 

I. All told, this was an enjoyable and fruitful endeavour, and I’m grateful for the 

opportunity provided by Tone in particular, and the NRC, to have been a part of it.  

II. No, not besides to a great thanks to you Tone, and Ciaran, for guiding us.  

III. I want to thank you for your role as leaders in the project! You have delivered so 

many contributions at diverse levels – and are responsible for significant 

contributions to an important field of research! Congratulations! Well done! 

I also want to thank  you and all the other participants for their contributions at both a social 

and academic level – and for being such nice persons!  

IV. I’m personally noy satisfied with my own contribution to the articles in the 

anthology, altough I’ve learned much by the project and by taking part in discussions 

with other AD’s and researchers.  

V. Thank you for including me in the project! I have learned a lot about a lot of things, 

and reflecting on this now in retrospect has been useful. A nice reminder about 

things I wish to take with me and develop further. Best whishes!  

VI. I want to thank Tomas for putting me forward for the project, Tone and Ciaran as 

project leaders for so generously including me in the project – it has been a 

transformative experience in so many ways! – Molly for writing so inspiringly about 

my practice, Ester for being the perfect colleague, and everyone for openness, 

friendship and so many interesting conversations.  

VII. I think that the most interesting experiences have been said  

 


