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Abstract
How will the Second Level Support Service, established to support curriculum reform and the professional development of teachers, sustain its own professional development and identity in a climate of change and uncertainty?  How will the Second Level Support Service maintain its vision of continuous professional development in the midst of educational reform?  This paper reports on a research project undertaken jointly by the Second Level Support Service and the Department of Education and Professional Studies, University of Limerick, designed to support the professional development of the Second Level Support Service, as it addressed, in a reflexive way, the questions posed above. The paper outlines: the context, including the public policy context, in which the research was undertaken; the research design which incorporates narrative enquiry and collegial conversation; and some of the main themes which emerge from the three focus groups, whose conversations provided the research data.  Chief among these themes is the degree to which the vision and practice of the SLSS supports or challenges the view of teachers and teaching which underlies the reform of education.  The paper offers some concluding remarks which relate the project to critical theory and organisational development. 
Introduction: The Second Level Support Service 

The Second Level Support Service (SLSS) is a non-statutory teacher and curriculum support organisation established in 2001 through the merging of “previously established curriculum support services” (Granville 2005: 2).  It is funded by the Teacher Education Section of the Department of Education and Science.  The SLSS currently supports a number of national programmes (Transition Year, Leaving Certificate Applied; Leaving Certificate Vocational Programme; Junior Certificate School Programme) and revised subjects (Leaving Certificate English, Chemistry; Physics; Biology; Home Economics; Junior Certificate Mathematics and Civic Social and Political Education) introduced into schools as part of the on-going reform of the Irish education system (Coolahan 2003: 3; Granville 2005: 1).  The SLSS also offers support to schools in a variety of learning and teaching areas, including: teaching for understanding; assessment for learning; active and experiential learning; co-operative learning; and mixed-ability teaching.  The SLSS offers courses for individuals teachers; supports teacher professional networks; publishes a number of newsletters and magazines and maintains a website (www.slss.ie).

There SLSS currently has thirty four full-time support personnel, all of whom are teachers seconded from second-level schools.  The SLSS personnel are employed on contracts which are renewable on an annual basis.

Review of the Work of the Second Level Support Service

 The findings of a recent review of the work of the Second Level Support Service attest to:

the high quality support provided to schools and teachers by the SLSS, and in particular, the high standards of commitment and professionalism displayed by SLSS staff (Granville 2005: i).
The findings also suggest that the Second Level Support Service “is seen to have had greater impact in changing teaching practice than in changing the mindset of teachers” (Granville 2005: ii).
This conclusion raises a number of important questions for the SLSS.  What is the appropriate mindset for teachers to support curriculum reform and who makes this judgement?  What role, if any, should the SLSS play in changing the mindset of teachers?  Beyond these immediate questions are the larger questions of the SLSS’s vision of Continuous Professional Development and the nature of its engagement with teachers. 
These questions are important in the context of educational reform and the “unprecedented series of change initiatives at all levels of education” in Ireland (Granville 2005 :1).  Among “the main objectives and purposes of government policy in its educational reform measures” Coolahan lists the following (Coolahan 2003): 

Promotion of quality within the education system by means such as on-going curricular, pedagogic and assessment reform;

Promotion of teacher collaboration within school, including engaging in school development planning, the promotion of school self evaluation and in whole school evaluation processes;

Development of improved levels of school leadership and management, with an accountability ethos.        

These objectives form part of what has been described as a global reform movement in education (See Reynolds & Teddie 2000; Fullan 2005; Hargreaves 2005; Hopkins 2005; Lieberman 2005).  Ireland’s involvement in the global reform of education is evident from the Irish government’s participation in a number of international policy initiatives, including the OECD Teachers Matter: Attracting Developing and Retaining Effective TeachersI; the work of EU futures objectives group Improving the Quality and Effectiveness of Education and Training Systems and the European network on teacher education policy (See Dempsey in Coolahan 2003).
Critics of this reform movement point to the threat posed to teacher autonomy and professionalism from the managerialism and performativty associated with reform and its economics-led view of education (Ball 2003; Levin 1998;  Morley & Rassool 2000).  Surveying the reform agenda across industrialised countries, Levin notes a general tone of negativity and large-scale criticism of teachers and schools from both government and business (Levin 1998).     
Ball suggests that the reform perspective, with its view of education as the servant of economic policy, risks de-emphasising the moral and social purposes of education; the experience, insights and knowledge of teachers; and the pedagogical tradition in which they work (Ball 2001).  

The SLSS was born out of the model of support teams for new initiatives and curriculum reform (Granville 2005:2).   A significant challenge for the SLSS as it goes forward will be to continue to support curriculum reform and, at the same time, support and respect the professionalism of teachers.        

The SLSS Vision of Continuous Professional Development
At the time of its inception, in 2001, the SLSS sought to answer a number of challenging questions about its identity, its role and the nature of its organisational culture.  Over the course of several team meetings the organisation addressed three questions in a dialogic manner:

1) What kind of culture would we like to see develop in the Second Level Support Service?   

2) How do we envisage ourselves working with teachers?

3) How do we advance the process of forming a coherent SLSS organisation?
The process of engaging in dialogue around these questions was generative in terms of establishing good interpersonal relations between the members of the organisation while, at the same time, generating a common language around shared practice and a common understanding of that practice.  Arising from this dialogue, the organisation published a discussion paper (SLSS 2002).  This paper defined professional development in terms of learning opportunities which engage the creative and reflective capacity of teachers, in a dialogic context, and envisaged CPD as an organic and long-term process through teachers’ career (SLSS 2002: 2-3).  The discussion paper suggested that the process of CPD should seek to address both the complexities of teaching and the context in which it takes place (SLSS 2002: 7-8).  Furthermore, the paper acknowledged the highly personal and contingent nature of teaching (SLSS 2002: 9).  The vision of Professional Development outlined in the discussion paper has been described as an “enriching one” (Halton 2004: 72).  The on-going challenge for the organisation is to maintain this rich vision of teaching and teacher development, and give effect to it in its discourse and professional practice, as it supports curriculum reform, at a time when the meaning of what it is to be a teacher is being redefined, on a global scale, by the reform movement. 
Background to the SLSS/UL Project    
Three years after the publication of the discussion paper, during which time the Second Level Support Service underwent a restructuring and a reduction in staff numbers, as well as changes in personnel and in the nature and focus of its work, the organisation accepted an invitation from Deirdre Henchy of the Department of Education and Professional Studies in the University of Limerick, to interrogate its development and identity in an intra-organisational research project.  Following consultation with the SLSS team, the project was designed as a form of narrative enquiry organised around four key questions: 
1) What is your understanding of ‘Continuous Professional Development’ as a member of the SLSS?

2) What has been your journey from teacher to your current role?

3) How do you see your role – leader, agent for change, other?

The fourth question, ‘Has an SLSS way of doing things evolved and how has this happened?’ is embedded in all of the other three. The purpose of the enquiry, as envisaged at the outset of the project, was:

a) To generate and record the practice, experience and insights of SLSS members in working with teachers;   

b) To theorise the understanding of professional development that underpins this practice and relate this back to the understanding expressed in the discussion paper of 2002;      
c) To address the strengths of the organisation and the challenges it faces; 

d) To give effect to the concept of collegiality within the culture of the organisation.  

e) To publish and disseminate the results of its enquiry.
There were a number of assumptions in the design of the project.  The first assumption was that, at the interpersonal level, the culture of the organisation is something dynamic, defined and re-defined in the interaction between the individuals who constitute the organisation.  The project was, thus, a more formal version of the on-going social and conversational process of formation, clarification, debate, negotiation and self-theorising through which the members of the Second Level Support Service orient themselves in their work and maintain their sense of identity within the organisation.  This process is captured in the observation of one member that: 
We have so many conversations about how to move this forward...you learn from each experience: it helps you develop your approach for the next one  (Group P Tape 3, 12:38). 
  
These kinds of conversation contribute to coherence in the professional practice of the members of the organisation (See Jacobs & Coghlan, 2005: 133).         

A second assumption was that, in framing the project in terms of narrative and conversation, the project would recognise the history and context of the Second Level Support Service as an organisation while, at the same time, respecting the individual experience of members, as they engaged in an activity that was inherently relational and collective in nature. As Johnson and Golombek observe: 
Narratives, by their very nature, are social and relational and gain their meaning from our collective social histories.  Therefore narratives cannot be separated form the sociocultural and sociohistorical contexts from which they emerge. (…) Thus narrative enquiry allows individuals to look at themselves and their activities as socially and historically situated (Johnson & Golombek 2002: 10).    

Moreover, the project can be conceived as an exploration of the question, “Who are we anyway, as an organisation?” (Gioia 1989: 21)  And, as Albert argues, the answer to this kind of question requires a narrative response (Albert 1989: 12). 
The Data 
The data for the research project comes from recordings made in the University of Limerick on June 3, 2005.  Members of the Second Level Support Service elected to join one of three groups on the basis of the question they wished to pursue with their colleagues.  Each group of approximately ten was facilitated by a member of staff from the Department of Education and Professional Studies, University of Limerick. There were two strands to the conversation in each group. The first strand addressed the strengths and challenges facing the organisation; the second strand addressed one of the three questions given above.  
Iteration of Themes from 2001 Discussion Document
Not surprisingly there is considerable similarity between the themes and discourse of the 2002 discussion paper and the transcripts of the focussed conversations from June 2005.  However, this is not merely a matter of repetition, or replication, rather it is an “iteration” which adds, transforms and redeploys the original in the manner suggested by Benhabib:   
Each iteration involves making sense of an authoritative original in a new and different context. The antecedent thereby is reposited and resignified via subsequent usages and references. Meaning is enhanced and transformed; conversely, when the creative appropriation of that authoritative original ceases or stops making sense, then the original loses its authority upon us as well. Iteration is the reappropriation of the “origin”; it is at the same time its dissolution as the original and its preservation through its continuous deployment (Benhabib 2005: 128).
Thus, the meaning of Continuous Professional Development for the Second Level Support Service is not something fixed and pre-determined but something which is re-defined and re-interpreted in both conversation and practice in relation to previous attempts to define the concept.  The 2002 discussion paper is authoritative, in the sense that it arose from the social and deliberative activity of dialogue and represented the collective view of the individual members of the organisation. As such, it acts as a point of reference in reviewing the practice of the members of the SLSS in the intervening three years, and re-visioning the work of the organisation    
The iteration of an ‘original’ idea or set of ideas takes on a sense of urgency when those ideas are challenged by a competing set of ideas or by changes in the context in which the original ideas were proposed.  In this sense, iteration marks a return to the original in a spirit of thoughtful questioning, in a spirit of research or enquiry or, in the present context of global changes in education, in revolt from the negativity of the tone in which the call to reform is sometimes couched (See Kristeva 1999: 222).  

The Relationship between the SLSS & Teachers
One such iteration is the conversation on the relationship between members of the Second Level Support Service and teachers.  The trajectory of this conversation illustrates the iterative process. The key notes of the discussion paper are again struck: CPD is concerned with engaging the reflective capacity of teacher in ways that are sensitive to the complexities of teaching and the complexities of school.  CPD is:

Facilitating teachers to talk about what they do; giving them an audience for their best practice (…) encouraging an action research approach to teaching and learning (Group P Tape 3, 8.40).
Enabling, encouraging teachers to take responsibility for their own CPD (…) to share it with their colleagues, in other words, tell their story and continue to improve and explore ways forward into the future (Group P Tape 3, 11.00).
The expertise is there (…) there is enormous ability and expertise already there, so rather than us trying to contribute more to it, we try to facilitate bringing that (expertise) out (Group P Tape 3, 13.58).  
In these extracts, the relationship between the support service and teachers is posited as one of facilitation.  The SLSS members facilitate teachers in accessing their own insights and knowledge.  The assumption is that teachers have a wealth of knowledge, experience and expertise to relate and share with colleagues, and this can form the basis of improving and moving forward and engaging with curriculum reform.  A primary role of the SLSS is to provide opportunities for this professional sharing to occur.  However, the work of the SLSS is not wholly concerned with facilitation.  In meeting with teachers and in facilitating discussion there is also the question of framing the discussion and introducing topics and making a contribution:

We do facilitate and we do get people to talk but we also give input (…) and then get people to talk about that input and ask how it relates to what it is they do (Group P Tape, 3:26).
What is at issue here is both the nature of the relationship between the members of the support service and the teachers with whom they work, and the nature and generation of knowledge about teaching and learning in, and through, the process of CPD.  In relation to educational knowledge, the SLSS discussion paper refers to the difficulties of finding links between teaching and learning.  It quotes Lieberman and Miller on the lack of consensus in the profession on the basics of teaching and concludes that “the question of best practice is always a matter for reflection and debate” (SLSS 2002: 9).  This clearly has implications for the way the organisation works with teachers.  Furthermore, the question of good practice is always linked to the context of schooling itself.  Teachers must deal with a group of students and deal with each learner as an individual (SLSS 2002: 7).  Moreover they must do this in situations which differ greatly from one school to another.  Beyond the immediate context of the classroom and the school as an institution, there are the families and communities which the school serves.  This community context is embedded in the national context and the initiatives which give effect to social and educational policy.  Therefore, the answer is the question of good practice and the evidence of this practice is not only a matter of contingency, it is also a matter of debate and contestation and one which a support service can never answer on behalf of someone else.  If the Second Level Support Service does not provide ‘answers’ and if the discourse of CPD is conceived as a question, what, then, is the nature of its ‘input’ when working with teachers and what expectation do teachers hold of the organisation as they seek to address the question of good practice?  

The Input of the SLSS in Working with Teachers 

The conversation around the ‘input’ of the SLSS is an open one, the very openness evidence “that the answer is not settled”  (Gadamer 1982: 326).  However, there is support for the idea that the ‘input’ of the organisation is intended to facilitate teachers’ pursuing the answer to their own questions:   
There is an expectation of input that will be original, creative and very strong and will bring about an enhancement of what is already being done. (…) There is an expectation that there will be answers (Group P Tape 3, 26:50). 
Why is that expectation there? (Group P Tape 3, 27:08)

Sometimes the words we use don’t have a common understanding like if you say ‘input’, people think ‘lecture’ and, of course, it doesn’t work like that.  It’s a “show me a way, talk to me about it, talk me through it” (Group P Tape 3, 34:07).
Are you saying (the answer lies in) facilitating the teachers to arrive at the answers?

Oh, it has to be that (Group P Tape 3, 30:31).
I would call it a sharing of best practice (Group D Tape 1, 1:10:42).
However, when the answers are arrived at, the work is not yet done for the answers can only ever be provisional, subject to further interrogation, further refinement, in the course of the on-going dialogue, the on-going process of CPD, and in the light of the continually changing circumstances in which the questions are posed.  Frequently it is the SLSS member who raises the further question, who pushes the dialogue, the movement of question and answer, beyond the first moment of consensus into less familiar territory. The willingness to do so comes from an increasing confidence within the organisation that the process of professional dialogue and conversation is capable of achieving more than, perhaps, the teachers expect from it: 

Sometimes their (teachers) ambitions for a process are very narrow based on where they’re coming from.  Sometimes you need to challenge that (…) you have to take risks to try to push them beyond that (Group P Tape 3, 32:20).   

In this regard, as seconded teachers, the SLSS members are like exiles, viewing the familiar place with the eye of a stranger.  As Edward Said Notes, “exiles cross borders, break barriers of thought and experience” (Said quoted in Giroux 1993: 183).  And it is this quality of both recognising the problems that teachers face, while standing outside the immediate context in which the problems are encountered, that allows the members of the SLSS to find ways of describing problems and addressing them beyond the point when “the public self-talk or discourse of the institution” fails in its search for answers (McDermott & Richardson 2005: 32).  In fact, it is at this “point of exasperation” that the support service is often invited into a school:

We are often asked in because people are at a point of exasperation – that is often the starting point (…) you go into the situation when people are inpatient for a solution (…) and that very impatience stops the solution being fully worked out.  So that’s where the facilitation and interpersonal skills come in.

So that professional development is about helping people to navigate?

Yes (Group P Tape 3, 37:19).
Dialogic Democracy 
In helping teachers to move “beyond exasperation”, the challenge becomes one of deconstructing the question and the language which describes it in order to present the question in a new way, one that opens up the discussion and the possibility of thinking in new and creative ways about the question at issue.   This kind of descriptive, potentiating practice is similar to what Jonathan Culler describes as ‘theory’:
The works we allude to as "theory" are those that have had the power to make strange the familiar and to make readers conceive of their own thinking, behaviour, and institutions in new ways.  Though they may rely on the familiar techniques of demonstration and argument, their force comes - and this is what places them in the genre I am identifying - not from accepted procedures of a particular discipline but from the persuasive novelty of their redescriptions (Culler, 1983: 9).
This ‘redescription’ may refer to the problem which the teachers are addressing as a staff, or it may refer to current practices within the school.  Either way, the intention is to help people see situations and problematic issues in new ways which make possible the navigation of those situations and issues beyond the point of exasperation.  Here the ambition of the SLSS may be said to be emancipatory in intention, that is, it seeks to remove unnecessary constraints or limitations in the search for critical, creative and practical answers to the questions of best practice.  As Carr and Kemmis suggest, these limitations may include habit and custom, particularly the habit and custom of the way a group of teachers talk about education (Carr & Kemmis 1986: 189).  In these circumstances, the effect of ‘redescription’ may be to encourage critical reflection on the language we use to talk about teaching and the questions and issues related to good practice.  
In encouraging teachers to converse in public as they address matters of common concern and relate narratives of their teaching and learning, the aim of the SLSS is not to force consensus, eliminate difference or insist on a particular ‘mindset’.  Indeed the richness of teaching, as a profession, comes from the different perspectives of individual teachers and the recognition of these differences.  As Romand Coles argues:

Our experience of depth emerges most profoundly not when two or more persons realize that they see the world in the same way, but in the tension that arises as they recognise that they see the world differently (Coles 1992: 133).
Thus professional conversation and dialogue can be regarded as an exchange between complementary agents who help each other to form their own identity even, in some cases, as they assert their difference one from the other.  It is through the social interactions facilitated by the SLSS that both teachers and members of the support service refine who they are as teachers and educationalists and construct a coherent professional identity.  These interactions constitute, in effect, what Giddens refers to as ‘dialogic democracy’ (Giddens 1994: 126).  
Performance-Oriented Culture & Public Management Policy 
In 1995 the OECD published a report on public management reforms in OECD countries (OECD, 1995).  The intention of these reforms was to re-define the relationship between the state and the public sector and to explore alternatives to the traditional model of direct public provision of state services.  Central to the process of reform was the development of what the OECD calls “a performance-oriented culture” (Ball, 2001: xxxii).  ‘Efficiency’, ‘effectiveness’, ‘quality’, ‘productivity targets’, ‘flexibility’ and ‘delivery’ were key terms in this new model of public management (Ball, 2001: xxxi).  Associated with this culture was the promotion of more autonomous, enterprising and individualistic work practices in an environment of what Du Gay calls “controlled de-control’ (Ball, 2001: xxxii).  The logic of the reforms demanded competition and comparison between individual subjects, organisations and agencies within any given sector.  
The issue here for teachers and educators, and for the members of the Second Level Support Service, is the nature of the judgements used to appraise the worth and value of their work.  What constitutes ‘quality’?  What is the measure of ‘effectiveness’?  What are the means of judgement?  Who makes the judgements?  Who defines and controls the field of judgement?  A performance-oriented culture divides individuals into those who manage and those who are subject to management and the judgement of managers or leaders.  In education, this division has the potential to de-professionalize teachers and limit their autonomy.   Inevitably, a performance-oriented culture creates feelings of uncertainty and insecurity in those whose performance is to be appraised.  As Ball suggests, the questions ‘Are we doing enough?’  ‘Are we doing the right thing?’ and ‘How will we measure up?’ are always to the fore (Ball, 2001: 37).  In a performance-oriented culture, uncertainty and insecurity can inhibit freedom of thought and action and produce compliant employees rather than independent-minded professionals.             
The SLSS and Performativity: Are We Doing Enough?
These issues, in various guises, are identified by the members of the organisation as challenges facing the Second Level Support Service, who operate in an environment of controlled de-control.  Take, for example, the question ‘Are we doing enough?’  This question is addressed to a new member of the team: “When you start (…) how do you know when you’re doing enough work?” (Group P Tape 2, 42:35)  The question forms part of a conversation on the intensity and volume of work of the SLSS and the pressure this places on people:  

I suppose a lack of time, there’s so much demands on us (…) You can’t be an expert in everything (…) but still if you’re facing in front of a whole staff, you want to be the best you can be (…) Time to do all that and still have a life with it (…) And you tie that in with travelling (…) Time is a big factor (Group P Tape 1, 1:02:32).
However, it is more than just a question of the time required to do the work.  The definition of ‘work’ and productivity is also at issue.  Here there is a difference between the members’ understanding of productive work, their professional judgement, and the judgement of the managing authority from a performance-oriented perspective:

It’s also how you use your time, what is considered ‘work’ in the time.  For me, there seems to be a pervasive attitude that unless it is you are standing up in front of a group of twenty, thirty or forty something people, it is not work; that work is not considered research; that work is not considered reading a book about what it is you are doing; that work isn’t thinking, ‘what kind of facilitation (…) how do I go about doing that’… (Group P Tape 1, 1:3: 28). 

And you cannot quantify the quality of thinking you do, and that’s where the real work lies ’cause anything we bring out to schools, any successes we have depend entirely on the quality of the thinking. And that is in no way recorded

 
(Group P Tape 2, 13:06).
Visible & Invisible Work 

In a performance-oriented culture, there is a pressure on individuals, organisations and sectors to engage in work that is visible and measurable, work that can be exteriorised and translated into results, so that one set of results can be measured and compared to another.  The argument advanced in the SLSS conversation is that the quality of visible work is determined by opportunities to engage in ‘invisible’ work – reading; research; thinking; conversing.  Moreover, the determination to engage in ‘invisible’ work expresses a commitment, by the members of the support service, to the value of intellectual work and the exercise of control over what Willmott refers to as the means of ‘identity formation’ (Willmott 1993: 527).  However, the exercise of control over the future of the organisation and the employment of the individual members lies elsewhere, and the fear is that performance, visible and quantifiable, rather than other qualities such as passion, courage, generosity, collegiality, the organisational strengths identified by the members, in the course of their collegial conversation, may well determine that future:  
When it becomes about numbers, when it becomes about how many are there (…) it’s also to do with security of tenure because that’s where all of those things lead (Group P Tape 1, 1:04:45).
People are looking at the future. They are looking at, well, how many jobs there are. There are a lot of things militating around this (Group D Tape 1, 1:06:27).
Even now nobody knows what the future (holds), not just in terms of our own future but in terms of the future of teacher support, we don’t know what is happening and if there is a vision it seems to change quite often … the ground is certainly shifting (Group T Tape 2, 29:00).
In this kind of uncertain environment, there is a danger that work will become performance-oriented, visible and quantifiable at the expense of ‘invisible work’.  Another danger is that, within the organisation, a performance-oriented competitive culture will replace a collegiate one:


There is pressure on people. Nobody intended this pressure to come around 

             but you know we all look at what other people are doing …(Group D Tape 1, 

             1:05:55).
More generally, where self-interest and survivalism become the dominant motivating forces for an individual, an organisation or a sector, there can be a move away from concern with the moral, social or educational purpose of work.   The members of the Second Level Support Service express a desire and a determination to pursue a different course of action than that dictated by survivalism.  It is a desire to move beyond the exteriorisation of work; a desire to have the hitherto invisible work  acknowledged and validated; a desire to contribute to the debate on national policy issues in relation to professional development; a desire to engage critically with the challenges posed by the global reforms in education and the public sector; a desire to find creative solutions to these challenges, within the “scope of real possibility” (Sartre, 1973: 14):

One of the things I would love to see us doing is taking our message (…) informing, being pro-active in what continuous professional development is, and our definition of it, and letting that inform the way things take shape (Group P Tape 2, 11.32).
I think we need to take courage around our organisational identities (…) it may be that we articulate a different version of how we want to be professional (Group P Tape 1, 01:06:10).
In this part of the conversation there is a desire to contest the division of workers, in the public sector, into leaders/managers and dependents/employees (see Ball, 1995).   In doing so, the members of the SLSS engage in critical thinking of the kind associated with Michel Foucault, in so far as they seek to “bring into play, to make visible, the unwritten categories and rules of the system(s) so as to enable individuals to develop responsive strategies to them”  (Brocklesby & Cummings, 1996: 741).               

The Organisational Identity of the SLSS 
The design of the project, with its emphasis on narrative and collegial conversation, facilitates the process of identity formation within the SLSS.  Listening to colleagues organise and make sense of their experience in, and through, narrative, adds to the store of knowledge and insight, which constitutes “the collective heritage” of the organisation (Gherardi 2000: 353).  This shared narrating of practice establishes a culture of “reciprocated empathy” (Mc Dermott 2004: 70) that strengthens the feeling of being involved in a shared enterprise.  
In the course of the project passion was identified as a strength of the organisation.
People are passionate even if I actually passionately disagree with them (…) There is a bit of argument, there is difference, so yes, passion…(Group P Tape 1, 26:08).
As seconded teachers we have a passion (…) about students, teaching, the classroom, our colleagues, our subjects and the whole broad business of teaching and learning (Group P Tape 1, 26: 47).
Most people joined the support service because they were passionate about some aspect of their work.  A lot of us would have come from disadvantaged schools and would be passionate about promoting the lot of those kids and that would be fundamental to a lot of what we do and it just carries through into all aspects of our work (Group P Tape 1, 27:43).
Gherardi observes that “passion about what one does, and about doing it well, is a sentiment that pertains to a community of practitioners and anchors its identity”  (Gherardi 2003: 353).  Passion is also concerned with pride in one’s work and pride in the collective achievement of the organisation.  Organisational stories, whose telling reveal the passion of the storytellers, are instructive for new members of the organisation and serve as an invitation to new members to become as passionately involved in the work as existing members.                           

The on-going project and the collaboration between the Second Level Support Service and the University of Limerick constitutes, in effect, an exercise in critical thinking, and an opportunity for the SLSS to express the values which inform its work.  The discourse of the organisation, the discourse of reflection, creativity and autonomy, suggests the “ethical referents” (Giroux 1997: 219) of the SLSS’s engagement with teachers.  This engagement is based on respect for the agency and subjectivity of teachers, and confidence in the organisation’s capacity to work with teachers to develop and celebrate the teaching profession, as it continues to support the reform of education.   
Notes

 There were three focus groups, identified by the letters P, D and T.   There were three recorded sessions for each group.  Tape 1 refers to the first session; Tape 2 to the second session and Tape 3 to the third sessions.  The numbers indicate at what point during the recording of a session the contribution was made.  This is the first of a series of planned articles arising from the project.  Most of the quotations in this article come from Group P.  This group addressed the question, ‘What is your understanding of ‘Continuous Professional Development’ as a member of the SLSS?’  Future articles will use material from the other groups.

In the quotations from the tape recordings, (…) indicates the editing out of a passage from the recording and …indicates a reformulation of an utterance by the speaker. 
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